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LONDON, NOVEMBER 6, 1886. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Justice Kay has announced that he will continue the 
hearing of adjourned summonses during next week, in order to 
reduce the heavy list as far as possible before taking non-witness 
actions and further considerations. 





We unperstanp that it is in contemplation to issue a direction 
that an order giving leave to serve a writ out of the jurisdiction at 
a particular place, may also allow the writ to be served within a 
prescribed radius of the place named. It was recommended in the 
Direction of the Senior Registrar (30 Soxrcrrors’ Journat, 658) on 
the subject of time for entering appearance after service out of the 
jurisdiction, ‘‘ to allow a certain area for service.” 





Ir HAS BEEN ANNoUNCcED this week that the special licence 
necessary to enable a Queen’s Counsel to appear in court to defend 
a prisoner, which has hitherto been signed by the Queen personally, 
is, in future, to be granted by the Home Secretary, and, we 
presume (although this is not stated), that a similar course is to be 
adopted in the case of all licences for employment of a Queen’s 
Counsel in a cause against the Crown. As the licence, at all 
events, in the case of criminal trials, is never refused, the onl 
object of retaining the formality must be the fees connected with 
the application. At the close of the last century the expense of 
obtaining the licence is stated to have been about £9 (see Chris- 
tian’s Blackstune, 12th ed., p. 27, note (2) ); perhaps some reader 
can tell us what it costs at the present day. 
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| _ Iw 1ssvtve a summons, including several matters, in the 
_ Bench Chambers in cases where the summons also asked 
_ usual liberty to apply—viz., ‘that either party be at li 
without further summons, to apply to the master for 
_ directions, such application to be upon two clear days 
_ to be served upon the other party”—it has been customary 
' charge a 10s. fee and give a four-day return, as being a 

| for directions under R. 8. C., 1883, XXX.; but in cases where the 
_ summons included several matters, but without asking for liberty 
| to apply subsequently without further summons, the practice 
| been to @ 3s. (ordinary summons) fee and give a two-day 
| feturn, as beng a summons in several matters under R. 8. C., 1883, 
_LIV., 9. A practice master has now decided that a summons which 
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prevalent in the Queen 
summons issued for 3s., by 
therefore, now cease, and 
will be charged 10s., and 





Tue pPREsENT srrrmyes have not commenced auspici 
bill of sale holders. Last week two im decisions 
given by the Court of Appeal 
usual ground that were not “ 
In one of them (Hughes v. Little, ante, p. 
given by way of indemnity to the 
for the grantor, and the decision 
in such transactions it is obvioush: 
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on the indemnity, or the exact 
cannot be brought within the 
void as a bill of sale. In the 
p- 9) the bill of sale contained a 
grantee, the purchaser should not 
there had been any default by the 
to render the bill of sale void, as not 
‘‘ maintenance” or ‘ defeasance” of 
believe, is not an uncommon provision 
practical effect of the numerous decisions i 
sale has, it is understood, been to raise 
interest charged on such securities. 
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Sreaxtye of Lord Monxswett last week, we mentioned that 
his name did not appear in Puxxrve’s list of serjeants, though we 
believed that he was styled a serjeant in the Gazette. The facts 
appear to be these: The Gazette of November 7th, 1871, contains 
the following entry :—‘t Crown Office, November 7th, 1871. Her 
Majesty has been pleased, by Letters Patent under the Greut Seal, 
to constitute and appoint Sir Roszrt Porrerr Cortier, 
Serjeant-at-Law, one of the Justices of the Court of Common 
Pleas.” So far this appears regular enough. But on turning 
to a Gazette of later date—that of December Ist, 1871— 
we find this entry: ‘‘Crown Office, November 80th, 1871. Her 
Majesty has been pleased, =f Ban under the Great Seal of the 
United Kingdom, to call Wu11am Roszrt Grove, Esq., 

Her Majesty’s Counsel learned in the law, to the state 
of a Serjeant-at-Law. Her Majesty has also been 
Letters Patent under the Great to constitute and 
Witt1am Rosert Grove, Serjeant-at-Law, one of the 
Her Majesty’s Court of Common Pleas.” It is certain 
late Lord Mowxswext was never admitted a member of 
inn, nor received any share of the purchase-money when 
was sold and valle ad divided ee was the reason 
Justice Grove’s as eant being “pe whi 
Justice Cortrer was not, while at same 
Coxtrer was styled 2 serjeant? The onl 
itself is that a writ calling Sir R. Coxrrer to the 
was made out, but was never i 
(with the quaiat ceremony 
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and is silent as to the conduct of such persons elsewhere. And we 
have searched in vain for any reported case which has gone the 
length of levying down as illegal the mere preaching, unaccom- 
by celebration of other ordinances, by a clergyman 
a Dissenting chapel. The canon most in point is the 71st, 
whereby it is provided that ‘“‘no minister shall preach or 
administer the Holy Communion in any private house”; and 
the case most in point appears to be Zrebec v. Keith (2 Atk. 
498), decided in 1742, in which Lord Harpwicxe said that 
** there is no pretence for preaching without licence from the 
bishop,” and that, though it is not necessary “for a minister to 
have licence from the bishop for each particular case, the bishop 
may suspend him wholly where he is irregular.” But a place 
like the City Temple could hardly be deemed a “ private 
house” within the meaning of the 7lst canon; and Trebec 
v. Keith, like Moysey v. Hilleoat (2 Hagg. 30) and other 
cases in ion to unconsecrated proprietary chapels, was a case 
where full services had evidently been conducted. What Mr. 
Hawes proposed would, no doubt, have contravened the spirit of 
the ecclesiastical law, which (see Act of Uniformity, 14 Car. 2, 
c. 4, s. 18, and Act of Uniformity Amendment Act, 1872, 35 & 36 
Vict. c. 35, s. 6) forbids preaching in a church without specific 
antecedent forms of worship ; but it is at least questionable whether 
it would have contravened the letter of any canon or statute. 





Lorp Justice Fry took occasion, on the hearing of an appeal in 
Hbrard v. Gassier on the 29th ult., in the Court of Appeal, to 
comment on the fact that it frequently happened in the Chancery 
Division that affidavits are entered in orders as having been read 
which, in fact, were never read to the court, and to express his 
dissent from this practice. At the same time, he made no sug- 
gestion for putting a stop to the practice, probably because his 
remarks were only introduced as an illustration, and did not apply 
to the matter immediately before the court. Should the learned 
judge attempt to introduce any alteration, he must, at the same 


entering of affidavits as read which are not in fact read, provide 
that the cost of affidavits bond fide made for the purposes of the 
case shall not be forfeited. In taxing costs the taxing master 
considers it his duty to reject charges for affidavits not entered in 
the order as read, although he will take into consideration and 
allow for witnesses summoned but not called on, and whose names 
are not stated in the order among those giving oral evidence. It 
is submitted that the practice of the taxing masters is just, and 
that the practice of the registrars of entering as read evidence on 
which, though not in fact read, the order of the court is really 
based, cannot be altered without effecting injustice. The judges 
Chancery Division are often content to take from the state- 
ment of counsel the general effect of the evidence, and it frequently 
occurs that the only reference made in court to an affidavit is the 
statement of counsel that he has evidence of what he is saying. 
Again, when the parties have, by means of affidavits on both sides, 
arrived ata basis of settlement and come to the court to sanction a 
judgment by consent, no evidence is in fact read. Would it be 
right in either of these cases to deprive the solicitor of his costs of 
ing this evidence, or, it may be, to throw on his client costs 
which in fact ought to be paid by the opponent? Lord Justice 
Far, in his strictures on the practice, loses sight of the fact that the 
taxing masters, while refusing to allow for affidavits which are not 
entered in the judgment or order as read, do not, as a matter of 
course, allow the whole cost of every affidavit which isread. Those 
who would uphold the view propounded by the learned judge 
would argue to enter affidavits as read which are not read is 
to introduce a fiction. But is it a fiction? The court has made 
the order upon the evidence, though the physical reading of the 
evidence did not in fact take place, and in ko He up the order 
the registrar reads the evidence in order to see that it proves the 
facts it purports to prove, and will not enter any affidavit which 
was obviously unnecessary, while, on the other hand, he is occa- 
instructed by the judge to receive an affidavit to be made 

after telige hes in otlest with the case. It is clear, 
that any alteration in the t practice would 
important consi ions, and could only be effected after 

due deliberation and with regard to the surrounding facts. 
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Tue peciston of the Queen’s Bench Division on the application 
for a mandamus against Mr. Bennert, the police magistrate, to 
state a case has, we suppose, practically settled the question when 
a dog is ‘‘ not under the control of an n”’ within the words 
of the Dogs Act, 1871. The rule laid down by the court appears 
to have been that the question whether a dog is or is not “‘ under 
control”’ is one of fact only to be decided by the magistrate, and 
according to Lord Coreniner, the fact that a dog is ueither muzzled 
nor led is, ‘‘in the absence of very positive evidence to the 
contrary,” sufficient to prove that it is not ‘‘ under control.”” The 
other judges appear to have concurred in this view, but Mr. Justice 
SrerHen apparently thought that the fact that a dog is neither 
muzzled nor led is conclusive proof that it is not ‘‘ under control,” 
inasmuch as dogs are “‘insensible to moral influences’; which 
remark appears, at all events, to be conclusive proof that Mr. 
Justice SrerHEen has never kept a dog. The proper course for the 
future will be for the local authority making an order under the 
Dogs Act to state explicitly in such order that all dogs in public 
places must be either muzzled or led, so as to give fair warning to 
the public, instead of following the misleading course hitherto 
adopted of merely stating that no dogs not under the control of 
any person shall be suffered to be in any public place. 





A strona appeat has been made in the Zimes to rescue Staple- 
inn from the hands of the destroyer. Following the example of 
the Serjeants, the Principal and Ancients of this Inn of Chancery 
are stated, some time ago, to have sold or shared among them 
the plate, fixtures, and movable ornaments, and to have sold the 
land and buildings to Messrs. Trottore for over £80,000. Messrs. 
Trottore have resold a part to the Board of Works for an ex- 
tension of the Patent Office, and will offer the remainder for sale 
by auction in the course of the present month. The appeal 
seems to be directed either towards stopping this “ trafficking 
in guasi-corporate property,” on the wrong assumption that Messrs. 
Troxiore are, in fact, only ‘feeling the pulse of the public on 
behalf of the Ancients,” or else towards inducing some public 
body to purchase the Inn. As regards the latter object, every- 
one must hope, though no one can expect, that it will be accomp- 
lished. But, as regards the prevention of the “trafficking,” the 
experience of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, who 
in 1884 took active steps to prevent the sale of Clement’s-inn, 
is not encouraging. They obtained the opinion of counsel, and 
communicated it to. the Charity Commissioners, who, however, 
declined to interfere. By the way, what has become of the Bill 
which was introduced by the Attorney-General in 1885 for 
‘better securing the property of corporate and quast-corporate 
associations ” ? 





THERE Is A stoRY going the round of the papers about someone 
in a humble position having lately established a claim to 
£300,000 in court, and it is added that, after funds have been in 
court for a certain time without being claimed, they are forfeited 
to the Crown, and spscial attention is drawn to the providential 
fact that the right to the fund in question was established only 
two days before that time expired. Suitors need not, however, be 
alarmed lest their property should become forfeited to the Crown. 
It is indeed the fact that, under certain circumstances, funds in 
court not claimed are transferred to the Commissioners for the 
reduction of the National Debt, but the Consolidated Fund is, by 
Act of Parliament, made liable to replace all such funds when the 
ownership is proved—see the Chancery Funds Act, 1872 (35 & 36 
Vict. c. 44), 8. 14. 








The funeral of Mr. Robert Few, the Deputy High Steward of West- 
minster, took place last week in Esher churchy: the Dean of West- 
minster, assisted by the Rev. C. Few officiating. The chief mourners were 
Mr. Hamilton Few, Mr. C. Few, and other members of the family; and 
immediately behind them followed the a the Duke of West- 
minster), and of Westminster, Mr. W. J. Farrer, the Revs. F. 
Candwell, R. Mil , Blakiston, and 8. Warren, the leadin and 
tradesmen of Esher, the staff of his office, and many le as 
well as representatives of the various church societies of which he 
been so active a member. The head master and bursar of 
College, of the council of which he was a member, were present. 
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the necessary confirmation after the mother’s oye of nowhere 
THE GUARDIANSHIP OF INFANTS. provided: probably it is left to be determined by the rules to be 
I. made under the Act, but it may be supposed that the guardian 

, provisionally nominated would be the proper person. 

We considered at some length last week the power of the father|~ {+ should be noticed that while the mother is left unfettered in 
to appoint guardians, and the rights and duties of guardians | her absolute appointment of a guardian to act after the death of 
appointed by him, because the operation and effect of many of the | the surviving parent, she is required to nominate “some fit 
new provisions as to the appointment of guardians depend, to a | person” to act during the father’s lifetime. Upon an application 
considerable extent, on the old law. We come now to the recent opposition will be open 


legislation on this subject. 

Power of the mother to appoint and nominate guardians .— 
The new Act (49 & 50 Vict. c. 27), in the first place, confers on 
the mother an absolute power of appointing guardians. Section 3 
(1) provides that 

‘*The mother of any infant may by deed or will appoint any or 


persons to be guardian or guardians of such infant after the death of her- 
self and the father of such infant (if such infant be then unmarried).”’ 


Now, the first observation which occurs on this enactment is, 
that the words ‘‘the mother of any infant” seem to include the 
mother of an illegitimate child. The words of the Act of 12 
Car. 2, c. 24 8. 8, enable a father to dispose of the ‘“‘ custody 
and tuition” of his ‘‘ child or children,” and these last words are 
construed as meaning ‘“‘ Jegitimate child or children” (Sleeman v. 
Wilson, 13 Eq. 36); so that a father is unable to appoint a testa- 
mentary guardian of his illegitimate child. But it does not seem 
easy to limit in a similar manner the explicit words of the new 
provision, notwithstanding that the general scope of section 3 is 
incongruous with its application to the case of illegitimate chil- 
dren. 


The appointment by the mother is to take effect “‘ after the | ( 


death of herself and the father of such infant,’ or, in more precise 
language, after the death of the survivor of herself and the 
father. But as the Act merely authorizes the mother to appoint a 
person or persons as guardian or guardians, and does not follow 
the words of the statute of Car. 2, which enables the father ‘in 
such manner and from time to time as he shall respectively think 
fit, to dispose of the custody and tuition of such child or children 
during such time as he or they shall respectively remain under 
the age of twenty-one years, or any lesser time, to any person or 
ersons in possession or remainder,” it is conceived that the mother 
is not enabled to appoint guardians in succession, or to confer on the 
guardians appointed by her, or on the survivor of them, power to 
nominate other persons as guardians in the place of any of the 
appointed guardians who may die (see the judgment of Lord 
Penzance in In the goods of Parnell, 2 P. & D., at p. 381). 

The provision that the mother of any infant may appoint persons 
to be guardians of such infant after the death of herself and the father 
“af such infant be then unmarried” is likely to lead to a question 
as to the effect of the marriage of the infant subsequently to the 
death of the surviving parent. We saw last week that, according 
to the better opinion, the marriage of a child, whether male or 
female, who was unmarried at the death of the father, does not 
determine the guardianship of a testamentary guardian appointed 
by the father. But the recent Act apparently only enables the 
mother to appoint persons to be guardians of the infant if 
unmarried ‘‘after’’ the death of the surviving parent—not if 
unmarried at such death; and it would seem that the marriage of 
the infant subsequently to the death of the surviving parent will 
determine the guardianship of the guardians appointed by the 
mother. 

Section 3 (2) gives the mother a further power to “‘ provisionally 
nominate” guardians to act with the father after her death. It 
provides that 

—— mother of any infant may by deed or will - pemates 
some in or persons to act as guardian or guardians o 
after her death jaintly with the father of such infant, and the court 
[including the county court, section 9], after her death, if it be shewn to 
the satisfaction of the court that the father is for any reason unfitted to 
be the sole guardian of his children, may confirm the appointment of such 
guardian or guardians, who shall thereupon be authorized and empowered 
so to act as aforesaid, or make such other order in respect of the guardian- 
ship as the court shall think right.” 

The nomination or appointment, it will be observed, is absolutely 
inoperative until it has been “confirmed” by the court after the 
mother’s death ; and the court has no power to confirm it unless it 
is satisfied that ‘‘the father is for any reason unfitted to be the 
sole guardian of his children.” Who is to apply to the court for 





for confirmation, therefore, two grounds of 
to the father—viz., either that he is fit to 
that the mother’s nominee is unfit to be joi: 
seem to be some evidence of unfitness 

guardian that the nominee is on bad terms 
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unlikely to act amicably with him in oin' p- 
The mother is, however, enabled to nominate any number of 
persons she likes to act as joint guardians with the father, and 
probably, considering that the question of “fitness” may be 
raised, and that the persons nominated: will be: very’ Madiyte 
disclaim an office which is certain to give rise to and 
dispute, it would be wise to nominate. several It is 


persons. 
assumed that, under the general words at the end of the sub-section, 
the court would be able to appoint any one or more of the 
nominated, but the previous part of the section y 
enables the court to confirm the mother’s nomination en bloc. 

As the guardians nominated by the mother and confirmed by the 
court are only authorized ‘so to act as aforesaid ”’—that i 
“ jointly with the father ””—it is presumed that on his death their 
authority will cease. The instrument executed by the mother 
nominating guardians during the father’s lifetime should, therefore 
if such be the intention), also appoint guardians after his death. 
It should be observed in this connection that, although the 
latter part of section 2 expressly provides for the i by 
the court of guardians to act jointly with the mother in case of 
the death or refusal to act of the guardians appointed the 
father, there is no direct provision for the appointment by the court 
of guardians to act jointly with the father in case of the death 
of the jusntions annianlae by the mother and confirmed by the 
court. 

Powers of quardians under the new Act.—Section 3 (4) of the 
Act provides that 


“Every guardian in England under this shall have all such 
over tho cuule and Go gy yoda the case may 


infant will otherwise has in 
England under the Act wai Caan o Second, pee tag el hy wt 
The powers of a testamentary guardian under 12 Car. 2, c. 24 
willbe found briefly stated in our last isoue (ante, p. 3).._Tt is 
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ago. A doubt may, perhaps, arise whether, under the provisions 
of the sub-section last above quoted, the guardians under the recent 
Act will succeed to the special powers given to testamentary 
guardians by various statutes, for instance, as the Settled 
Land Act, 1882. 

Although the singularly-worded sub-section last above quoted 
provides, by reference, for the powers of guardians appointed under 
the Act, it altogether omits directly to prescribe their 
These are left to be gathered incidentally from the 
other sections, or to be implied by law from the office of 
The general nature of the duties of a testamentary 
been stated in. our Setar Sites Ss ann eee 
in the Act to the it acting 
with the testamen’ 
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Section 3 (1) also provides that, ‘‘ where guardians are appointed 
by both parents, they shall act jointly.” I[t becomes, therefore, 
important to ascertain the rights and position of joint testamentary 
a before the recent Act. In point of authority they were 

om an equality, and if the mother was one of several joint 
testamen ians, though every attention ought to be paid 
to her wi she had no greater authority than the other 
guardians (Campbell vy Mackay, 2 My. & Cr., at p. 37). As 
toganted the custody of the person of the ward, the pleasing 
at law was that any guardian who could manage to 
get hold of the ward might keep him. Where there were two 
guardians ‘if the one taketh the infant out of the possession of the 
Other, the other hath no remedy by an action by the law, but to 
take the infant out of the possession of the other when he sees his 
time ” (Litt., 5. 323), unless the infant were in the service of one 
ian, or in the service of another person with his consent 
(Gilbert v. Schwenck, 14 M. & W. 488). But courts of equity 
early assumed jurisdiction to decide differences between pon 
testamentary ians as to the education and residence of the 
ward (Beaufort v. Barty, 1 P. Wms.703. As regards the property 
of the ward, it is conceived that the position of joint testa- 
mentary guardians was, generally speaking, similar to that of joint 
trustees. Section 3 (3) of the recent Act provides that 

“In the event of being unable to upon a question 
Seeending ccounty cout} tor tans any of them war easly to the court 

@ county court] for its direction, and the court may make such 
order or orders regarding the matters in difference as it shall think 
proper.” 

Removal or disqualification of guardian.—It was said in Eyre 
v- (2 P. Wms. 119) that ‘‘a writ may issue out of 
this court [of Chancery] to remove the guardian of an infant 

meaning « testamentary guardian |, and to put another guardian 
am his stead”; but this has been questioned (see Foster v. Denn 


— 


2 Ch. Cas. 237; Ingham v. Bickerdike, 6 Mad. 275), and the rule, 
as laid down, is that the court may only “‘ supersede ” 
the wit yp guar om by appointing someone else to take 
charge of the infant. The discussion of this weighty distinction 
is now set at rest by section 6 of the recent Act, which enacts that 
“In England the _— Court of Justice [the power is not given to 
county courts} in any division thereof, may, in their di ion, on being 
satisfied that Be ie eee ee ee ee 
testamentary , OF any guardian appoin or acting e 0 
this Ac may also, if Shall desk It to be fee tha’ weltine of tao 
appoint another in place of the guardian so removed.” 
Under the Divorce Acts the court, in any suit or proceeding for 
judicial separation, nullity or dissolution of marriage, is enabled to 
make interim orders, and to make provision in the final decree for 
, maintenance, and education of the children of the 
(20 & 21 Vict. c. 85, s. 35), and also to make such orders 
ion after a final decree (22 & 23 Vict. c. 61,58. 4). An 
addition to these powers is made ly section 7 of the 
reeent Act, which provides that 
“In any case where a decree for judicial separation, or a decree either 
or absolute for a divorce, shall be pronounced, the court pronouncing 
decree may thereby declare the parent by reason of whose misconduct 
decree is made to be u person unfit to have the custody of the 
ae Sore See 5 ant. Sn sud ones, the prvens eododanel 
not, upon the death of the other parent, be entitled as of 
custody or guardianship of such chi " 
disqualification, it will be observed, does not extend to the 
to sppoint guardians; hence, under the Act, a mother, 
on the ground of her misconduct, will still be entitled to 
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cad poo se to act after the death of herself and the father ; 
to “nominate” guardians to act after her death jointly with 
the father. Can this have been intended ? 

Orders as to custody of infants.—The Act 36 & 37 Vict. c. 12 
enabled the Court of , upon petition, by her next friend, 
of the mother of any infant under sixteen years of age, to order 


to such infant, or that such infant be 
: remain in her y until such 
eae nt Se Hie, sonst, shawls nest, subject, to 

i by the father or otherwise as the 
court deem proper. Section 5 of the recent Act sweeps 
away the limit of age and provides y that 
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the mother of any infant (who may apply without next friend), make such 
order as it may think fit regarding custody of such infant and the 
right of access thereto of either | ays having regard to the welfare 
of the infant, and to the conduct of the parents, and to the wishes as well 
of the mother as of the father, and may alter, vary, or disc’ such 
order on the application of either parent, or, after the death of either 
parent, of any guardian under this Act, and in ef case may make such 
order respecting the costs of the mother and the liability of the father for 
the same or otherwise as to costs as it may think just.” 

The courts having jurisdiction under the Act.—One of the most 
important changes made by the Act is the jurisdiction conferred 
on the county courts. Section 9 defines the words “the court,” 
as used in the Act, as the High Court and ‘‘the county 
court of the district in which the respondent or respondents 
or any of them may reside.” Applications to the Chancery Divi- 
sion to the High Court are to be made “‘in such manner as may be 
prescribed by Bules of Court”; which are also to prescribe the 
practice and procedure in any proceedings in that division under 
the Act; and like rules are to be made by the committee of 
county court judges for regulating the practice and procedure on 
applications to the county court. No rules under the Act have 
yet appeared. Applications to the county court may (section 10) 
be removed, by order of the High Court, to the High Court, at the 
anunaas pagans | , ‘fon such terms as to costs as it may think 
proper”; and (subject to Rules of Court) an appeal will lie to the 
Chancery Division from any order made by a county court under 
the Act. 








CONCERNING SEARCHES. 
(XIII.) JUDGMENTS, 
JUDGMENTS BEFORE 1 & 2 Vicr. c. 110 (continued). 
Remedies of judgment creditor im equity. — The creditor 
came into equity, not to obtain a greater benefit than the law— 


y | that is, the Act of Parliament (St. Westm. 2)—had given him, 


but to have the same benefit by the process of the Court of 
Chancery which he would have had at law if no legal impediment 
had intervened. The Court of Chancery lent its aid to the legal 
right, and gave the creditor neither more nor less than what the 
Act of Parliament and an ejectment would, under other circum- 
stances, have given him at law (Neate v. Duke of Marlborough, 3 
My. & Cr., at p. 417). Before 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, the aid of 
equity was invoked, not for the purpose of enforcing such a right 
by way of charge as is given by section 13 of that Act, but only 
to obtain equitable execution—+.¢., to have the lands delivered in 
execution to the creditor when he would have got them at law in 
the ordinary process but for certain difficulties existing (see per 
Cotton, L.J., Anglo-Italian Bank v. Davies, 27 W. BR. 3, 9 Ch. 
D. 290). Equity follows, and does not enlarge, the law; and 
therefore a judgment creditor could not have relief against an 
equitable interest in property where the legal estate would not be 
liable to execution (Lewin Tr., 8th ed., 796). And it seems to have 
been on this ground that the Court of Chancery refused its aid unless 
the creditor had already done his utmost to enforce his right at law 
(In re Cowbridge Railway Co., 5 Eq., at p. 416, 417) ; so that it was 
held to be necessary that he should have issued an elegit before 
he filed his bill in equity ; for, as the Court of Equity was lending 
its aid to the legal right, the party must have previously armed 
himself with that which constitutes his legal right—viz., the writ. 
The sole reason for coming into equity being founded on a right 
which the writ of elegit confers, the creditor cannot come without 
having obtained that right (3 My. & Cr. 416). 

Sale in equity.—Although it was sometimes said (as in Stile- 
man v. Ashdown, 2 Atk. 610) that equity would accelerate the 
ereditor’s remedy by directing a sale instead of making him wait 
till he had repaid himself out of the rents and profits, yet this 
remark is true only of cases in which a sale became necessary in the 
administration of a deceased debtor’s estate, or otherwise in the 
general exercise of the equitable jurisdiction ; for then the court, 
being obliged to sell the estate, would sell it free from the charge 

5 Jarm. Conv. 39 ; see per Wood, V.C., Doswell v. Reece, 11 Jur. 

. 8. 764). But this was not done on the ground of any right in 
the j creditor to a sale. Subject to such e ions, the pro- 
vince of the Court of Chancery was not to extend the legal right, 
but to aid it by removing any impediment which might exist to 
the exercise by judgment creditors of their legal rights (Smith vy. 
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Hurst, 10 Ha. 80, 43; see 3 My. & Or. 416)—+.g., by allowing 
the creditor to redeem a legal mortgage, because he could not at 
law extend the equity of redemption (Zwnstall v. 8 Sim. 
300); by restraining the setting up of an outstanding estate 
in bar of his execution at law (5 Jarm. Conv. 40, 2 Spence Eq. 
Jur. 799). And in such cases equity would interpose to protect 
the property and keep it available in the meantime by appointing 
a receiver, subject to the rights of prior incumbrancers (Anglo- 
Italian Bank v. Davies, 27 W. RB. 3, 9 Ch. D. 275, 285). ore 
the Judicature Act the mode of obtaining equitable execution was 
by issuing a writ of elegit, and, without obtaining a return, filinga 
bill in equity alleging that the plaintiff had issued his elegit, and 
that, owing to legal impediments, it could not be enforced at law, 
and asking for payment of the judgment debt by means of a 
receiver. The application for a receiver was made by interlocu- 
tory application before the hearing (per Jessel, M.R., 9 Ch. D., at 
p- 283, 285). Equity, in general, followed the law in not 
allowing the creditor to take more than the moiety which (before 
1 & 2 Vict. c. 110) he could have taken at law (Lewin Tr. 800; 
Stileman v. Ashdown, 2 Atk. 610). An exception was admitted 
when a judgment creditor was allowed to redeem a mortgage, 
in which case, inasmuch as he was obliged to redeem the whole of 
the lands comprised in it, he was entitled to a sale of the whole 
and satisfaction of his judgment debt out of the whole of the 
proceeds (Stonehewer v. Thompson, 2 Atk. 477). 

Purchaser without notice.—It appears, therefore, that, as against 
a judgment creditor claiming the assistance of a court of equity, 
the question of notice or no notice might be very material—e.g., 
if a mortgagee having the legal estate purchased the equity of 
redemption, his liability in respect of judgments entered up against 
his mortgagor subsequent to the mortgage depended upon whether 
he had notice of them; for, as we have seen, an equity of redemp- 
tion was not subject to execution at law (1 Pow. Mort. 281, 3 
Sim. 286), and equity would help the creditor only on its own 
terms and subject to its rules as to the effect of notice on 
priorities. So if A. was seised in fee in trust for B., a judgment 
would not at law bind B.’s equitable fee until execution; but in 
equity a purchaser from B. would be bound if he had notice 
before the purchase, and he could not afterwards protect himeelf 
by getting a conveyance of the legal estate from A. before 
execution. 

The protection given by equity to a purchaser without notice 
(ante, p. 4) extended only to judgments entered up against the 
vendor after contract, and at law all judgments bound the lands, 
even in the hands of a purchaser for value without notice (3 Prest. 
Abst. 327, 2 Cru. Dig. 49). 

The Docket Act.—The hardship of the law as against purchasers 
without notice was to some extent mitigated by the “Act for 
the better discovery of judgments in the courts of King’s Bench, 
Common Pleas, and Exchequer in Westminster” (4 & 5 W. & M. 
c. 20; made perpetual by 7 & 8 Will. 8, c. 36; and repealed by 
the Statute Law Revision Act, 1867), whereby judgments were 
required to be docketed in the names of defendants, and undocketed 
judgments were not to affect purchasers and mortgagees. The 
object was to enable purchasers to find out judgments (2 Cr. & 
Jerv. 322); and, if a judgment was duly docketed, a purchaser was 
bound, though he had not searched the dockets and no notice 
aliunde (1 Pow. Mort. 276). 

The docket was conclusive at law, and the question of notice 
could not, it should seem, arise so long as the creditor was enforc- 
ing at law the legal rights which the statutes gave him. It 
became material only in equity when the aid of the Court of 
Chancery was sought, either by a judgment creditor to obtain 
execution of property against which he had at law no right to 
enforce execution, or by a purchaser to restrain a judgment cred- 
itor from enforcing a right of execution which he had at law— 
6.9. (ante, p. 4), after contract and before conveyance Seg on | 
Cony. Ev. 227; 3 Prest. Abst. 327). Dockets were not 
or constructive notice (3 Prest, Abst. $27). 

Purchaser with notice of undocketed ae oeg Big te | it 
was held in equity (though not at law: see 1 Pow. Mort. 277; 
Doe d. Robinson v. Alsop, 5 B. & Ald. 142) that purchasers were 
bound by actual notice (to themselves or their agents) of 
undocketed judgments, as from the time of such notice: Davis v. 
Strathmore, 16 Ves. 419; Willis vy. Browne, 10 Sim. 148), At 
law a judgment bound the defendant from the time it was recorded, 





and docketing was required by the Act as 
coal dokating wot permit Samo tastes ane 


as they had acquired this information by other they 
the same benefit which the Docket Act intended to , a 
though not bound at law, it was held in equity they 


not be in a better position then their vendors (1 Prest. Abst. 191, 
198, 3 [bid. 337 ; per Turner, L.J., Benham v. Keane, 10 W. RB. 
97,3 D. F. & J. 332). 

Practice as to searches for judgments under the old law.—¥t is 
observed in 1 Jarm. Conv., ed. 1839, p. 105, that the search, “if 
pushed to the point at which complete safety is to be obtained, 
would be enormously expensive, for such search ought to extend to 
judgments against all the persons to whom the property has suc- 
cessively devolved for a long series of ne (say a om | or thirty), 
commencing, not from the time at which they acquired 
the property, but from the remotest period at which 
might have been entered up against them, for a judgment 
after-acquired property. search should be carried back to the 
birth, or at all events to the childhood, of the debtor. . . . How 
much the practice falls short of this rule is obvious. The search is 
generally confined to the last purchaser and persons deriving title 
from him, it being assumed that every prior purchaser has done his 
duty by searching for incumbrances against his vendor, and the 
search rarely\goes back further than the time when the person 
against whom the search is made acquired the property” (see also 
Mr. Tyrrell’s Communication in Appendix to Ist Rep. of R. P. 
Commrs., p. 517; 2 Dixon, Title Deeds, 408). Under the old law 
the period for which the search was made rarely beyond 


i 


twenty years, because the lapse of that time raised a presumption 
that the judgment had been satisfied, by analogy to the limitation 
under 21 Jac. 1, c. 16, for making entry into , though, until 


the 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, s. 40, there was no statutory limitation as 
to judgments (see 1 Hayes Conv. 331). 

t seems that the practice adopted for convenience was to search 
for a period of ten years, and to carry back the search ten years 
from any judgment which might from time to time be found, 
stopping in all cases at the period when the owner became 
adult, unless there was reason to suspect that there were judgments 
against him while a minor (see 1 Prest. Abst. 191 ; 3 Prest. Abst. 
$36 ; Coventry Conv. Evid. 232). If the search was against a 


deceased owner it was to carry it on two terms or more 
from his decease on account of the provisions of 17 Car. 2, c. 8, and 1 


s 


Jac. 2, c. 17 (see 2 Wms. Saund. 72 k, 1.), enabling judgments 
be entered up against a defendant after his death (Saunders v. 
McGowran, 13 L. J. Ex. 12). 

Though legal terms of years were not bound (St. of Frauds, 
s. 16) until a writ of execution was delivered to the sheriff, and 
equitable interests (Ibid. s. 10) not until execution “tre 
was necessary to search the dockets in order to discover wh it 
was probable that execution had issued. 





APPEALS FROM COUNTY COURTS BY SPECIAL CASE. 
(Reg. v. Kettle, 55 L. J. Q. B. 470.) 


The decision in this onse, to the effect that appeals 
from county courts to the Queen’s Bench 
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point as to the 
solidation Bill, which not incorporate section 15 of the 
Courts Act, 1850 (the section for ny, woe 
was purely , or whether an in the 
law. We then maintained that the clause in was merely 
consolidatory, inasmuch as case had been 
abolished by the R. 8. C. of December, 1 view of this question 
was ted by the Divisional Court in v. Kettle. It ix 
that, though the decision of the Court was 
it was based upon the wrong and that there can now be no 
a by special case because the ‘s Bench Division has no 
—— over such appeals, not because ord, 29, mm, 
, 10, has abolished them. The contention seema to be based a 
misconstruction of section 45 of the Judicature Act 1873, eee 
did not give oe Se Bench Division by 
rules of the jurisdiction over from county courts 
special case. The «handing vse” was eiated be ee ene 
which further provided judges should from time to 
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assigned for the p of forming divisional courts to hear and 
determine (inter aria} county court appeals. It is the judges who 
were to be assigned, not the county court appeals. No doubt ord. 
59, r. 1 (which, by the way, does not ‘‘assign” to the Queen’s 
Bench Division ‘‘appeals under section 6 of the County Courts Act, 
1875,” but provides that such appeals “shall continue to be heard 
and determined before divisional courts”), mentions appeals by 
motion, whilst it does not mention appeals by ial case, but both 
forms of appeal are clearly covered by rule 4 of the same order. 








REVIEWS. 
CRIMINAL LAW. 


PRINCIPLES OF THE CrrmINAL LAw. By Seymour F. Harris, 
Barrister-at-Law. Fourtu Epirion. By Aviet AGABEG, Barrister- 
at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


Less overburdened with technicalities and details than Russell on 
Crimes or Archbold’s Criminal Pleading, though at the same time 
equally accurate, Mr. Harris’s book has for some time enjoyed a 
high reputation and has well fulfilled its aim, as explained in the 

ace to the first edition, of being “‘ calculated to meet the require- 
ments” of the young practitioner, the student, and the general 
reader. The present edition is published only two years since the 
last one, ‘‘ the legislation and cases belonging to this short period 
having,” it is stated, ‘‘ been incorporated, and the whole work 
having been carefully revised.” We are sorry we cannot con- 
cur in this statement. We find no notice of the Crown Office 
Rules issued in April last or of the important Regulations as 
to Government Prosecutions, which were first laid before Parliament 
in 1885, or even of the Prosecutions of Offences Act, 1884, the 
principal Act of 1879 being still described as ‘‘ recently passed.” The 
iminal Law Amendment Act, 1885, is noticed in its proper places, 
but with no special merits of statement or explanation. As for revi- 
sion, we still read (p. 370 note) of an ‘‘ Exchequer Division ;’’ we find 
(p. 371) a form speaking of the ‘‘ Court of our Lady the Queen at 
Westminster,” and (p. 154) we read of drunkards being compellable 
to find sureties upon a second conviction under 4 Jac. 1, c. 5, and 
21 Jac. 1, c. 7,8. 3, thongh the last shred of these venerable enact- 
ments was torn out of the Statute Book in 1872 by the Licensing 
Act of that year. 





PUBLIC HEALTH ACTS. 


Tue Pustic Heatrn Acts, 1885. By A. Macmorran, Barrister- 
at-Law. Shaw & Sons. 


No less than five statutes affecting public health were passed in 
1885, the Housing of the Working Classes Act being the best known 
and the most important. Mr. Macmorran has edited these in the 
of a supplement to Mr. Lumley’s well-known edition of the 
inci Act, and has added a digest ‘‘of all the cases decided on 
ic health and local government” during the year 1885. The 
are carefully annotated section by section, and the effect of 
cases very fully stated with references to all the current 
The marginal notes (see ¢.g., p. 25) reproduce from the 
8 printers’ copies of the Acts the “‘ year of the Queen” of 
statute referred to in each particular section in a manner rather 
to the eyes and useless. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE CHANCERY TAXING MASTERs. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. |} 


Sir,—Some time before the recent Long Vacation, Mr. 
Barfley asked the then Attorney-General whether, having regard to 
the additional powers and responsibility conferred on, and vested in, 
the eight chancery taxing masters by R. 8. ©., 1883, LXV., 
and the Rules of December, 1885, and to the fact that the fees 
earned by them amounted, on an average, to £32,215 per annum, 
showing an annual profit, after payment of their salarics and the 
salaries of their clerks, of between £9,000 and £10,000 per annum, 
the Government woul take under their considerstion the iety 
cf an additional texing master, making the ninth, thus 
number contemplated, and povided for by section 5 

of 5 & 6 Vict. « 103% The Attorney-General said he should take 
was submitted to the Lord Chancellor. Ap- 

parently, nothing has been done in the matter; although the suitors 
must necessarily suffer so long as the work of the taxing masters is 
s0 heavy thet it is matter of course that the texation of costa, in 


many cases, must every year go over the Long Vacation. They go 
wae not because of any delay in the taxing-master’s offices, but 
because eight masters cannot be expected to perform the work which 
would fairly occupy the time of ten. 

There is only power to appoint nine under the Act referred to 
above, and there are at present eight. ; 

It will be remembered that, by the report of the committee 
appointed by the Lord Chancellor to —— into the subject of the 
existing rules as to the distribution of business in the court and 
chambers of the Chancery Division, &c., a recommendation was 
made that by degrees the separate offices of registrar and taxing 
master should be abolished, clerks of equal qualifications being 

igned to each judge to perform their duties. 

This recommendation may have had the effect of staying the 
hands of the Government with reference to the a ee OT of an 
additional chancery taxing master; but it is to be hoped that it will 
not be adopted ; but that, on the contrary, effect will be given to 
the views of the late lamented and learned judge, Mr. Justice 
Pearson. 

On signing the report the judge referred to added this rider— 

(2) “As to the taxing masters. It is,in my judgment, a great 
advantage that the taxing masters are entirely separated from all 
matters in respect of which they have to tax bills of costs in their 
earlier stages. They are thus kept independent and impartial, and 
no solicitor need fear their being prejudiced by any opinion they have 
formed in the progress of the litigation.” 

I most respectfully and thoroughly indorse the views of the learned 
judge. If the contrary sectinhnaeallan were acted on, then, in 
addition to the cases adjourned by chief clerks to their respective 
judges every week, there would be the additional absorption of time 
and the additional labour cast on the judges consequent on the 
adjournments by eight chancery taxing masters of points arising 
during the progress of the taxation of bills of costs before them ; 
this would be the fruitful source of delay to suitors, not only of 
those whose bills were being taxed, but of those also whose cases 
were ready to come for hearing in court, and then the masters’ minds 
would be distracted in the middle of various taxations by having to 
make out, perhaps, a hundred notes of the rival contentions of the 
parties and their own views of the subject. And, whereas they are 
now quite independent, and can perform their duties with minds 
charged with a sense of personal responsibility, they would then 
cease to be masters in every sense of the word; and this would be 
highly detrimental to their efficiency. I am certain that these 
views on the subject will commend themselves to the judgment of 
every chancery practitioner who is acquainted with the working of 
the offices of the chancery taxing masters, and, therefore, hope that 
the appointment of the ninth taxing master may be made. 

Upper Holloway, N., Nov. 3. AMES RAWLINSON, 








In sentencing a letter stamper to five years’ penal servitude at the 
Manchester Assizes, Mr. Justice Cave said the judges had ot late years 
endeavoured to mitigate the severity of sentences for Post Office 
robberies; but it appeared from a communication made by the Post- 
master-General to the Home Secretary, and by him to the judges, that 
this leniency had had bad results. The judges would again try the 
deterrent effect of long sentences. 


In the course of the trial by Mr. Baron Huddleston, at the Bristol 
Assizes, of some cases under the Oriminal Law Amendment Act, 1885, he 
said he wished to call public attention to two difficulties that existed in 
the Act as at present framed, which he hoped the Legislature might 
remedy. The first was under section 4. Where a child of tender years is 
tendered as a witness, it is enacted that the accused shall not be convicted 
** unless the testimony admitted by virtue of this section and given on be- 
half of the prosecution shall be corroborated by some other material 
evidence in su thereof implicating the accused.’’ His lordship said 
that the words ‘‘impl the accused ’’ ht be construed as refer- 
ring merely to the identity of the accused, and not to corroboration in 
some material , and that it would be far better if they were 
omitted. Earlier in the same section another difficulty arose, as to the 
administration of punishment. Where an offender’s age does 
not exceed sixteen section enacts that the court may, instead of 
sentencing the offender to any term of imprisonment, order him to be 
whip as prescribed by the 25 & 26 Vict. c. 18, and, if expedient, 
may in addition order him to be sent toa reformatory for not less than 
two years or more than five years. His lordship said that, under the 25 
& 26 Vict. c. 18, the whipping was limited to twelve strokes with a birch 
rod, and he considered that the court should have power to order an 
offender to be bie in addition to imprisonment, for the practical 
result of the Act in its = form was that, in the case of an offender, 
say of fifteen, who was in reality too old for a reformatory, the court wae 
obliged to send him LF sage 5 as otherwise the whipping alone would be 

uate. His lordship, in pare os Ne grand jury, abe supeeae a 
rong desire that the Legislature empower j to r those, 
whatever age, who were guilty of offences against children under this 
, to be flogged in addition to any punishment that may now be given. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Re WILSON AND GREENE—C.A. No. 1, 27th and 28th October. 
UmMrPrrE APPOINTED IN Case or DisacREEMENT oF VALUERS—ARBITRATOR. 


This was an ot from a decision of a divisional court of the Queen’s 
Bench Division (Field and Wills, JJ.) refusing to set aside an award. 
The question arose out of a sale of real estate, under which the timber on 
such estate had to be taken at a valuation, to be made in the following 
manner. Each party was to appoint a valuer, and to give notice thereof 
by writing to the other party within a specified time. The valuers thus 
appointed were, before proceeding to act, to appoint, by writing, an 
es and the two valuers, or, if they disagreed, their umpire, were to 
make the valuation. Two valuers were duly appointed by the parties, 
and they in turn duly appointed an umpire, who ultimately made the 
valuation. It was now contended that the umpire so appointed was aa 
arbitrator, and that the court had jurisdiction to set aside the valua- 
tion so made by him as being an award. Tur Cournr or Appzat (Lorp 
Esuzr, M.R., and Lixpizy and Lorss, L.JJ.), in upholding the decision 
of the Divisional Court, and refusing to interfere with the valuation, said 
that the test to be adopted as to whether the appointment constituted a 
valuer or an arbitrator was whether the object of his appointment was to 
settle disputes which might arise between the parties or to preclude such 
disputes from arising. They considered that in this case the ro a of the 
appointment of the umpire was to preclude disputes from g, and 
that he was therefore a valuer and not an arbitrator.—Oounset, Bucknill, 
Q.C., and R. V. Williams ; H. D. Greene, Q.0., and J. D. 8. Sim. BSout- 
crrors, Lowless ¢ Co. ; Lake, Beaumont, § Lake. 


SAILING SHIP GARSTON OO. v. HICKIE, BORMAN, & CO.—O. A. 
No. 1, 29th October. 


CuartTEeR-PARTY—CLAvusE or Excerptions—DANGERS AND ACCIDENTS OF 
NAVIGATION. 


This was an ap from the decision of Grantham, J., at the Liverpool 
Assizes. The action was brought by the shipowners against the charterers 
for balance of freight and general average contribution, and the defendants 
counter-claimed for damage to the cargo. The ship Garston had been 
injured on December 22, 1884, by coming into collision with the steamer 
Creadon in the port of Cardiff. It was admitted that the collision was 
entirely due to the negligent navigation of the latter vessel. The charter- 
party contained a clause of exceptions in the following terms: ‘‘ The act 
of God, the Queen’s enemies, restraint of princes and rulers, fire, and all 
and every other dangers and accidents of the seas, rivers, and navigation 
always mutually excepted.” The plaintiffs contended that, as the 
damage to the cargo was sustained in consequence of the collision, they 
were protected under this clause from liability. It was urged for the de- 
fenaants thatthe words ‘‘ dangers and accidents of navigation ’”’ should only 
be taken to have reference to accidents happening on board the ship, and 
that since, by the decision in Woodley v. Mitchell (31 W. R. 651, 11 Q. B. D. 
47), a collision to which negligence had conduced was not within the 
exception ‘‘ perils of the sea,’’ a similar construction should be given to 
the words ‘‘ dangers of navigation.”” Tur Court or ArrgaL (Lorp 
Esuer, M.R., and Liyptey and Lorzs, L.JJ.) upheld the decision of 
Grantham, J., and pointed out that there was a distinction between 
perils of the sea and perils of navigation, since the sea was beyond human 
control, while navigation was entirely a matter of human control, and, 
therefore, though collisions which had been caused by negligence were 
not perils of the sea, they might well be perils of navigation. If, how- 
ever, the collision was caused by the near of the carrying ship, they 
did not think that the shipowners would be entitled to be Souteeted under 
the exception of ‘‘ perils of navigation,”’ for they would need to be very 
explicit words to protect the owner of a carrying ship from the conse- 
| ante of his own negligence or that of his servants.—OovunsEL, Carver ; 

rench, Q.0., and Synnott. Soxicrrons, Trenders ¢ Romer ; Gregory, Row- 
cliffes, § Co., for Hill, Dickinson, Lightbound, § Dickinson, Liverpool. 


HUNT v. AROCHER—C, A. No. 1, 27th October and 3rd November. 


ExgcuTor DE SON TORT—TENANCY FROM YEAR TO YEAR—LIABILITY OF 
Exxrcuror on CovENANTS. 


In 1862 the defendant granted a lease of two houses to John Archer for 
the term of 14 years expiring at Mjdsummer, 1876. The lease contained 
a covenant by Archer to repair and deliver up in the premises. On 
the termination of the lease in 1876, Archer v to continue 
on as tenant from year to year on the same terms as those contained in 
the original lease, including the covenant to repair. In July, 1884, Archer 
died intestate, and the defendants, his daughters, entered into ion 
of the premises, and paid the rent. The plaintiff gave notice to determine 
the tenancy at Midsummer, 1885, and claimed from the defend- 
ants personally for breach of the agreement to » alleging that the 
premises were out of repair at the end of the term in 1876, and also at 
the time of the death of John Archer, and were still out of repair. 
Bowen, L.J., before whom the case was tried without a jury, found that 
the defendants were executors de son tort but they did not know of the 
holding over in 1876, nor of the terms of the tenancy, and that the defend- 
ants were not assignees, but tenants from year toyear, subjecttothe ordinary 
liabilities of such tenants. They were, therefo: “e é to the extent 
of the assets. On appeal, it was contended for the plaintiff that the 


defendants, having entered into possession, must, as a matter of law, be 
taken to be een of the bang and personally subject to all the 
obligations of their testator, within the decisions in Zvemeere v. Morison 





(1 Bing. N. C. 89), Buckworth v. (1 
Heales (22 W. R. 317, L. R. 9 C. P. 177). con- 
tended that the only ee ee that the defendants held 
on the same terms oy wf intestate. Tus a eeeeer 
consider, dismissed the appeal. Lord Esnzn, M.R., said 

entering into , prima facie, hold on the 
testator. If those terms were to him, the 

would be that he held on those terms, If the lease were in 
had come into the executor’s possession, 

that he held on the same terms. But here the judge found 
defendants did not know of the holding over or of the terms of the 
tenancy, — was Bee pire. mare Could it be to 
necessary inference e ts, taking . to 
hold as assignees on the same terms as the etlee? Ae ‘aa 
defendants did not agree to hold on those 
nothing about Pore B.. . proper _ 

ordinary terms of a y tenancy, so were not 

ant to repair. Linpiey, LJ. a 


ee 
ha come to the conclusion, as an inference from the facts, that 
defendants did not become 


: 
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perish 
tele 


COLLIER +. CHADWICK—C. A. No. 2, 28th October. 


PartnersHip—DrissoLuTion—Orricg or Trust HELD By Ovrcorse Parryer 
—Ricuts or Oontisuisa Partners to Prorrrs or Orrick AFrER 
Disso.vrion. 


4 ens aS See rights of ee 
arising a 


= ¢s of accountants in to the e. — 

of the partnership as one of mee an office of trust 
held by him. The ow partner held appointment of auditor to 
& joint stock com 


y, in respect of which he received an annual salary 
or gratuity. He not been appointed in 
the firm. The appointment was made by 
was the practice to re- 
ership deed 

uring the partnership, devote their whole time to, 
Surry on call suataus the snus torte guaaebonuangrel Gs 
carry on and conduct the same vantage partner- 
ship, and should not, either alone or in conjunction with any other 


m, either directly or indirectly. in any trade or business. 
uring the continuance of the ‘ p the ou had paid 
over to the firm the profits derived from the , and on the 


dissolution he accounted to the firm for the profits of the office in respect 
of that portion of the current year time 
the dissolution, and he insisted that he was not 
more to the firm. The contin’ partners contended that 
to account to them for the gk pe Py Bete ce 
continue to hold it, or, at any rate, that the goodwill of office should 
be valued, and that he should pay over the amount of the valuation to 
them. Kay, J., acceded to this view, so the ou 

was a trustee of the 


breach of this stipulation. Under these circumstances, Turner, V.C., 
held that the defendant must be 2S a 
with the value of the office which, in of covenant. he was 


contin to hold. i 
Russell ts, Soxtcrrors, John Vernon § Co. ; Devonshire § Foley. 





the question as to whether the of a 
lenatee ne eps Cae ae te on prior publication 
in England. The plaintiffs were the of 
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ten machines were received  ! the Commissioners and 
deposited m the London Patent 
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for the opinion of the court whether, under such circumstances, there was 
sufficient evidence, if not rebutted, to prove the publication of the German 
specifications in this realm prior to the date of the plaintiffs’ patent so as 
to avoid the same. It appeared that the two German specifications had 

open to inspection in the Patent Office Library, the one 


been actually 
during some two and a half years and the other during some forty days pre- . 


viously to the date of the page a application. Plimpton vy. Malcolmson (24 
W. RB. Dig. 170, 3 Oh. D. 531); United Telephone Co. v. Harrison, Coz, Walker, 
¢ Co. (80 W. R. 724, 21 Oh. D. 720); Otto v. Steel (34 W. R. 289, 31 Ch. D. 
241), were the authorities principally referred to. Curry, J., said that 
the question in issue was one of fact, and all that he had to consider was 
what was the fair inference to be drawn from the facts as admitted. 
Had the German specifications been published in this country in such a 
‘way as to become part of the common stock of public knowledge in this 
country? This was the question asked by the late Master of the Rolls in 
limpton ¥. Malcolmson. ‘To answer it it was not necessary to shew that 
the knowledge had been acquired by the public in general or by the bulk 
of the public or by any large number of persons, but if a sufficient num- 
ber, as Jessel, M.R., had said, knew it, or if the means of communication 
were such that a sufficient number might be presumed or assumed to know 
Had Jessel, M.R., been required to re-write his statement of the law 
he would probably have stated the matter, not as one of presumption or 
a but as a matter of fact and legitimate inference to be drawn 
e facts proved. Of course Jessel, M.R., did not mean that an as- 
sumption was to be made without sufficient grounds. Pearson, J., in Otto 
v. Steel, and Fry, J., in the United Telephone Co. v. Harrison, put the 
in the same way as did Jessel, M.R. Upon the facts admitted 
case it — that one of the specifications had, previously 
of plaintiffs’ patent, been, for a period of two and a half 
accessible to any person who chose to go to the Patent Office. In 
the Patents Journal notice was given that it could be found there, and also 
the commissioners classified the foreign patents with the view of facili- 
— With regard to the other patent it was true that the period 
was 
period, Ff 


y 


the 


f 


; 


sonly. He did not, however, consider that to be too short 

and he considered that, having regard to the facilities of access 

in a free public library, to the information given by the commissioners in 
the and the length of time, the proper inference was that the 
did have access to the documents. It appeared to him that the 
public availed themselves of the knowledge which was thus 
placed readily available for them, and that it was not necessary 
te shew that any person actually did avail himself of such 
. As to the circumstances that the specifications were in the 

German e, he considered that was immaterial, for they were in a 
language that must be deemed to be well understood. He, therefore, 
that the specifications constituted publication. Costs were reserved. 
—CounsEL, Aston, Q.C., and Bousfield; Romer, Q.C., and Goodeve. Sout- 
crrons, Crowders § Vizard, for Owston, Dickinson, ¢ Simpson, Leicester ; 
Johnston, Harrison, § Powell, for R. § R. C. Winder, Bolton. 


Re JONES, GREENE vc. GORDON—Kay, J., 3rd November. 
Wuu—Power or Arrowruent—Wuts Acr {1 Vicr. c. 26), s. 27. 


This was an adjourned summons. The will of J. Jones contained a 
provision that it should be lawful for his wife, by will or codicil, to 
appoint that any sum or sumsof money, not exceeding altogether the 
sum of £20,000, should, after her decease, be raised and paid or applied to 
for the benefit of such person or persons for such purposes, upon such 
conditions, and with such restrictions as his said wife should think fit. 
the widow, by her will, devised and bequeathed all her estate 
real and personal, which she might die possessed of or 
to unto her only daughter absolutely, for her sole and separate 
Kay, J., held that this devise contained in the will of Mrs. Jones 
as an execution of the power in the husband’s will to the extent 
the sum of £20,000.—Counsm, Ingle Joyce; Begg. Souscrrors, Ingle, 
Cooper, ¢ Holmes ; Duficld & Bruty. 


OOLEMAN vo. LLEWELLYN—North, J., 29th October. 


Moxroacs—F onzciosuxre—Revewrtion—Ricut To Rents RECEIVED BY 
Recetver arren Dare or Curer Oierx’s Centiricars. 


This was a foreclosure action, and the plaintiff, who was first mortgagee, 
now moved to make the foreclosure absolute as against the mortgagor. 
The second had already been absolutely foreclosed. A receiver 
had been who had received rents and royalties, the greater 
of which had been paid into court, but a balance remained in his 

Part of the money had been received since the date of the chief 


1H 


Re LODEK—North, J., 28th October. 


Marzriep Woman—Mortcace—MarsHatiine or Sxcunrrres—Restramr 
on ANTICIPATION AS TO ONE FUND. 


In this case a question arose as to the marshalling of securities given by 
@ married woman, part of whose income was subject to a restraint jon 
anticipation. A testator, by his will, gave a sum of £50,000 to trustees, 
on trust to pay one-third of the income thereof to his daughter, for her 
separate use without power of anticipation, and ys gf the remainder of 
the mcome for the benefit of her, her husband C., their children. The 
fund was paid.into court. The husband died. An order was made in the 
action for the payment of one-third of the income of the fund to the daugh- 
ter, the application of a — sum for the benefit of her family, and the 
payment of the residue of the income to her. While she was a widow she 
executed a of her interest in the trust fund, and of some policies 
of insurance on her life, to F., and an order was made for the payment of 
her income to him. She afterwards married M., and after her 
she charged her interest in the trust fund in favour of P., who obtained 
the appointment of a receiver. The income which was received by F. was 
more than sufficient to pay the interest on his mortgage and the premiums 
on the policies, and he did not desire to apply any part of the surplus in 
reduction of his principal debt. The q on was how the surplus was to 
be es pene Nortu, J., held that, part of the income being, since the 
second marriage, subject to a restraint on anticipation, while the other 
part was not, there should be a in favour of the second mort- 
gagee, and that the premiums and the interest on the first mortgage 
should, as between the wife and the second mortgagee, be paid out of that 
part of the income which was subject to the restraint on anticipation.— 
CounsEeL, Onslow; Stokes; S. Hall; Swinfen Eady. Souscrrors, Frere, 
Forster, & Co. ; Hicks § Arnold ; Brownlow § Howe ; Rooks ¢ Co. 


Re FRANCE, FRANCE v. CLARK—North, J., 29th October. 


Apsinistration Action—Ssryvice or Nurice on Turrp Parry—R. §. C., 
1883, XVI., 40—LanpLorp—Provision ror Furunz Renr. 


This was the further consideration of an action by a legatee for the 
administration of the estate of a testator who had carried on business in 
partnership. The chief clerk had found by his certificate the amounts of 
the testator’s separate debts and partnership debts. The plaintiff asked 
for leave to serve the testator’s surviving partner with notice of the order, 
under rule 40 of order 16, with a view of binding him by the proceedings 
in the action, and asked that the payment of the partnership debts out of 
the assets might be meanwhile postponed. Norru, J., refused the appli- 
cation. He held that the surviving partner was not ‘‘ a person interested 
in the estate,” and that rule 40 did not apply. 

Another question arose thus. The landlord of a colliery, a lease of 
which had been granted to the testator and his ers, had carried in a 
claim for future rent. The chief clerk found that the rent had been 
paid up to the lst of January, 1886. The landlord took out a summons 
for the admission of his claim, and he asked that a note of his claim might 
be made in the order on further consideration. Nonrru, J., directed that 
the order should contain a note that, all rent and liabilities under the 
lease having been paid and discharged up to the Ist of January, 1886, 
the executors not asking to have any part of the assets appropriated, the 
court did not think fit to make such an appropriation.—UounsEL, Cozens- 
Hardy, Q.C., and Willis-Bund ; Everitt, Q.C., and B. Eyre ; Cookson, Q.O., 
and Seward Brice; Marcy; Ingle Joyce. Sotscrrors, Wright ¢ Wright ; 
G. L. P. Eyre & Co. ; Torr § Co. ; Few § Co. 


Re GRAY, ACASON ». GREENWOOD—North, J., 28th October. 


Wutt—Consrruction—Girt or Funp tro Marnrep Woman—REsTRAInt ON 
ANTICIPATION. 


The question in this case was as to the construction of an appointment 
by will to a married woman, which rted to be subject to a restraint 
upon anticipation. The testator under a settlement, a testamentary 
power to appoint certain funds his children. By his will he 
aj ted certain specific sums, and that the residue “‘ of the 

money or investments’’ should, as to one-fourth part thereof, be 
held “ upon trust for my daughter F’.. absolutely, for her sole and separate 
use, y of marital control, and without power of anticipation 
rae Nef coverture.”? The daughter was now married. It was con- 
on her behalf, that, there an absolute appointment to her, 
the restraint on anticipation was inconsistent with that gift, and that she 
was, therefore, entitled to have the capital paid over to her at once. 
Nozrtn, J., held that she was not entitled to pometiote payment, but that 
ane Rtn nal yg ay cory ya Tw. oo be paid to her, 
fo his decision on the fact that the trustees were directed to hold 
(not to pay) the share appointed to her.—Oounsz1, Sladen; Vaughan 
Hawkins. Licttons, Ingham; Wright ¢ Pilley. 


HUGGINS v. JEFFRIES—Q. B. Div., 28th October. 
Proutsirion Avtsn Execution Leviepv—Jvuispicrion or Mayon’s Court. 
In this case a question arose as to whether the court would issue a 
prohibition after execution had been levied and the proceeds paid over. It 
wee auapel Se Soh. gentnesinas i. te action had taken coram non- 
‘or 





jurisdiction. It appeared, however, from the ¢ ce an 
account stated within the - Tue Covnr 
Lord COorenmwer, O.J.. Maniery and Sreruen, JJ.) held that in 
such @ case would not go. rd Oorxniwer, OJ, 
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said that when an account had been stated by two persons of a 
specific sum in terms as owed by the one to the other, there was no doubt 
that that account formed a good subject-matter for the consideration of a 
court within the jurisdiction of which it had been stated. The contertion 
that after execution and satisfaction a prohibition might be issued 
appeared to be founded on a dictum of Lord Coke, but had not any decided 
case to support it. When the whole matter of an action is at an end the 
court ought not, by suffering a writ of prohibition to issue, to make a 
declaration upon which future p' i against the successful party 
might be founded. Manisry, J., concurred, and said that, whatever 
might be the case in an application made by a stranger to an action to 
restrain a court from exceeding its jurisdiction, a could not get such 
& writ when the proceedings were finally concluded and there was nothing 
to prohibit. It might be that where the interests of the public or the 
Crown were concerned the court would take such a step, though even 
then it had a discretion in the matter, but the present application was 
not one of that character. Sreruen, J., patel yas a Re R. Vaughan 
Williams; Kemp, Q.0. and Vennell. Soxicrrors, F. Burchell; Ranger § 
Burton. 


HALL v. COMFORT—Q. B. Div., 28th October. 


Brit or Sate—Mortreace sy Demiss—ArrorNMENT—ReEcOvERY or LAND 
unvER R. 8. O,, 1883, XIV. 


This was an application for the recovery of land under the provisions 
of ord. 3,r.6, and order 14. The tenant of certain premises used for 
warehousing furniture mortgaged them by demise. The mortgage deed 
contained a clause that ‘‘ for the purpose of better securing the punctual 
payment of the interest on the said principal sum, the pio wg attorns 
tenant to the mo e”’ ata yearly rent. It was also provided that the 
mortgagee might, at any time after a certain date, enter into or upon the 
premises and ats the tenancy thereby created without gt to the 
mortgagor any notice to quit. It was ed for the defence t the 
attornment clause was void as being in effect an unregistered bill of sale, 
and that section 6 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, included such a deed, the 
mortgagee never having been in actual possession. It was also con- 
tended that ord. 3, r. 6, did not apply to a demise such as this, which 
had been terminated by the landlord for non-payment of the rent, since 
relief might be obtained against the forfeiture. Tue Covrr (Lord 
Co.zrinesr, 0.J., Manisry and Srepuen, JJ.) held that order 14 was 
applicable, and the deed was not a bill of sale. Lord Coterrpes, C.J., 
said that in this case the debt was admitted, and unless the objections to 
the instrument succeeded there was no reason why judgment should not 
be given against the defendant. The Bills of Sale Acts did not include 
such an attornment as that in this deed. Certain rights were attached by 
the law to the relation of landlord and tenant, and among them was the 
right under certain limitations to seize all property on the demised pre- 
mises. Such property could not be brought into a schedule. If this 
deed were to be held to be a billof sale every lease under which a right 
of distress passes to the landlord would be a bill of sale also. ith 
reference to the other contention, that ord. 3, r. 6, did not refer to such a 
case as the present, his lordship added that Daubuz v. Lavington (32 W. R. 
772) was authority to shew that where a landlord had determined a 
tenancy at will by a notice to quit and entry, as in the present proceedings, 
he was entitled to put in force the provisions of the order. Mantsry 
and Srepuen, JJ., concurred.—Covcnsgi, D. Walker ; Macaskie. Soxicrrors, 
Gedge, Kirby, § Millett ; Wood, Bird, § Co. 


In the Matter of AN APPLICATION FOR A RULE FOR A 
MANDAMUS—Q.B.Div., 28th October. 


Orpgex unDER Does Act, 1871 (34 & 35 Vicr. c. 56)—‘‘ Unpgr Conrrot 
or ANY Prrson,”’ 


This was an application on behalf of Sir Hector Maclean Hay, for a rule 
nist in the nature of a mandamus calling upon Mr. H. Ourtis Bennett, a 
metropolitan police magistrate, to shew why he should not state a case 
raising a question of law for the decision of this court. ae ey 
was summoned at the Wandsworth Police-court for ha in con- 
travention of an order made in ance of section 3 of the Dogs Act, 
1871, in having allowed a dog be onging to him to have been in or upon 
a certain thoroughfare when not under the control of himself or any other 
person. Mr. Curtis Bennett was of opinion that, as it had been 
that the dog had neither been muzzled nor led, this was practi con- 
clusive that it had not been under proper control at the time, and he fined 
the defendant 3s. and 2s. costs, He, however, expressed his hee sag 
to state a case upon the point for the decision of this court, but when a 
draft case had been submitted to him he hud refused to it, on the 
ground that the question raised by it was one of law. The case, 80 
tar as material, was as follows :—‘‘ Upon the hearing of the said informa- 
tion a police constable of the metropolitan police, who was called on behalf 
of the respondent, proved that on the 26th day of ber aforesaid, 
the appellant was seen in a public thoroughfare, to wit the U Rich- 
mond-road, in the district of the said Wandsworth Police-court, accom- 
panied by a dog, which said dog was neither muzzled nor led. The 

pellant appeared in person and adduced no evidence in contradiction 
the evidence in paragraph 4 hereof mentioned. The appellant cont 
that the dog might have been, and, in fact, was under his 
although it was neither muzzled nor led. I was of opinion and 
a matter of law, that no dog not being either m or led 
be, under the control of any person within the m of 
and I accordingly convicted the appellant and i a 
2s. costs as in paragraph 1 hereof agperes. The gneceen 
upon this case for the opinion of the court is, whether upon 
proved or admitted I, the said magistrate, came to a correct decision 
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int of law.’’ Tae Oovrr refused the application. Lorn Corenrmes, 
\.J., said that the magistrate ha 
should hold, as a matter of law 
under control, when he might well have meant so to hold only as a matter 
of fact. The control over the dog 
mischief at which the statute aimed, and, in the absence of 
evidence to the contrary, the fact that a dog muzzled 
nor led was sufficient to prove that it had not been uuder proper control. 
Manisty, J., in con , said that, in his 
whether or not a dog be under control must be one of 
the decision of the magistrate. Srerusn, J., concurred.—OovunsgL, 
Candy. BSoxtcrrons, Pitt ¢ Savage. 


REEVE v. FOWLE—Pollock, B., at Chambers, 29th October. 
Destors Act, 1869 (32 &°33 Vict, c, 62)—Counry Covrt—Pxroursrtion. 


Sidley of a commitaal te’ 6 come Onl te no ae = 
validi' a commi' a@ county court judge default, a 
Giesctiva, that the wensanl Geungeniiaheuhh uattuasie tone aneneuiee 


so 

instalments are duly paid, was decided in this case. There is no doubt as 
to the desirability of the order and direction in question, which, generally 
speaking, is made with the consent of both the plaintiff creditor and the 
defendant debtor, and greatly lessens the number of hegre. 
been ven 


Such orders have made and directions given by nearly all the judges 
tended that Jutige Btonse the Zhe leans Court, 
ten uw itonor, re) } un 

should be rohibited from pnp se comatiie 

the 4th of March last. He said that since it was made two instalments 
had been paid by the were now in 
arrear, the order should not be enforced. for the county court 


that the debtor had had, since the 
and had neglected to 3% pi apg nc ig se Bi we 


the Debtors Act, 1869. oe court judge 

rohibited. Porzock, B., said:—It is admitted that the county court 
udge, at the time he made the committal order, was satisfied the 
debtor had had the means ot 4 since the date of the judgment, and 
was then in contempt. The of committal and directions were per- 
fectly proper. The order of committal for ten days was in respect of the 
defendant’s past default, but the Lys paper officer 
not to issue the warrant so long as £4 a month was paid ; that was no 

of the order, but was a direction that the j ve to the officer of the 
court, similar to the directions given in the ne 
that the warrant should lie in the office for a time. I am well acq 

with the form which is used in the Brompton County Court, where I have 
sometimes sat as deputy-judge, and it is right. The summons for 
hibition against the judge must be d with 

pegiotoas was served, and the judge of the county court thought it of 
sufficient importance to be represented by counsel, certificate for 

will be granted.—CounsgL, R. Wallace; Lyych ; Cooper Wyld. 


counsel 

PIERCE v. WILLIAMS (JONES, Claimant)—Ruthin County Court, 
29th September and 28th October. 

INTERPLEADER—Briu or Satz, Srarvrory Forw or—Brits or Sane Act, 

1878, anp Brits or Satz Acr Amenpmenr Act, 1882. 


This interpleader action was to test the of a bill of sale given 
by the defendant in the action ) to Jchn Jones, 
the claimant, whereby the scheduled were omens to 
payment of £50. The high bailiff seized and a 
goods assigned under a judgment Robert Williams 
suit of W. Clwyd Pierce, and the Genel Ge preeeale 
in satisfaction of his judgment; John Jones claimed 
bill of sale granted by the defendant, 
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the repayment of and interest at fi cent, annum as stated. 
The bill of sale was dated the 25th of May, 1886 date of the j 

ment), and was expressed to be made in of £50 “now 

to the said Robert Williams by the said John Jones”; the was 
acknowledged ; and it unto the present claimant the scheduled 
goods ( bet ey: weer Ryn ‘and also all and singular the 
growing crops specifically Cit Coley Se Sotentiae of She. partive Shot 
when grown ready to gather in they shall coming within 
the provisions of section 7 of the Bills of Sale Act, N deed then 
continued in the statutory form, and the time for £50 was 
stated as the ‘ 26¢4 of its 
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tion of the bill is of itself sufficient to avoid it. In Re Willams, Ex paret 
Pearce, the time was ‘‘ forthwith, or when and so soon as the grantee 
should think fit,’”” and power was also given to relinquish possession and 
resume it again so often as the grantee chooses. In the present case also 
there is no question of ‘‘capitalized interest’’ or other circumstances 
which existed in Davies v. Burton and cther cases. Upon the whole I do 
not think there is sufficient reason for impeaching the bill of sale. I 
must, therefore give judgment foi the claimant. The case was not so 
clear as not to justify litigation, and therefore I do not give costs against 
the execution creditor, and I think the claimant should bear the cost of 
the oe and possession money. Judgment accordingly.—For 
(Denbigh) aleolm Dougias, Barrister. For execution creditor, Solomon 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
EBRARD v. GASSIER, ©. A. No. 2, 29th October. 


Souscrron anp Crirent—Costs—Taxation—Corizs or CorrespoNDENCE— 
Raurresuzr Fees ro Counsrt—Rvuizes or Lancaster Cuancery Court— 
Discretion ory RecisTRar. 


This was an appeal from the refusal of the Vice-Chancellor of the 
County Palatine of Lancaster (Mr. Bristowe, Q.C.) to review the taxation 
of the plaintiffs’ costs of the action. On a prior appeal to this court on 
the merits of the action the plaintiffs succeeded, and the defendants were 
ordered to pay costs. There were two questions on the present occasion— 
(1) the costs of copies of certain correspondence ; (2) the amounts of the 
refresher fees which the registrar had allowed to the plaintiffs’ counsel. 
The main question in the action was as to a commission added by the 
defendants to the sums due to them from the plaintiffs in the course of 
dealings between the parties in cotton goods. The plaintiffs were mer- 
chants in Mexico, but one of the partners in their firm resided generally in 
Paris. The defendants carried on business in Manchester. A mass of 

ence between the plaintiffs inter se and between the defendants 

inter se been used as evidence in the case, the defendants seeking to shew 
from the plaintiffs’ correspondence that they were aware of the commission 
with which the defendants were in the habit of charging them. For the 
of the trial the correspondence, which had been conducted in 

; was translated into English, and copies of the originals and of 
the translations were furnished to counsel. The registrar had allowed the 
costs of the copies in both languages. The registrar had also allowed to 
the three counsel respectively employed by the plaintiffs refresher fees of 
twenty, fifteen, and ten guineas aday. The defendants contended that 
the rule of the High Court, limiting refreshers to a maximum of ten 
guineas a day, ought to be applied in the Palatine Court. The plaintiffs 
insisted that, under the rules of the Palatine Court, the quantum of 
refreshers is left in the discretion of the registrar, who is the taxing officer 
in that court. Tue Covrr or Arrzat (Corrox, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) 
affirmed the taxation. Oorron, L.J., said that the registrar had considered 
that there was reasonable ground for furnishing copies of the corre- 
in both French and English. ‘The Vice-Chancellor had taken 


decision was clearly wrong, and therefore could not differ from the taxing 
officer and the Vice-Chancellor. There was more doubt as to the copies 
in French than as to those in English. If the documents had only been 
wanted for the purposes of the argument in court, or to shew the course 
of the correspondence, the English copies would have been sufficient, and 
if questions arose between the interpreters on the oral evidence as to the 
letters, then the originals would have been sufficient. The writers of the 
letters had, however, been examined in court through interpreters, and 
frequent references had been made to the French copies, and as the taxing 
officer and the Vice-Chancellor had thought that in this particular case it 
was reasonable to supply those copies, <he Court of Appeal could not 
differ from the decision. Though the letters between the defendants were 
not used at the trial, yet the case was to be tried with oral evidence, and 
& conflict as to the nature of the agreement between the parties 
knowledge of what had been done. It was therefore reasonable 
the in readiness. With regard to the refreshers it had 
Palatine Court provided that, where they 
provide in any particular with regard to 
of the Chancery Division of the High 
lore it was contended that the rule of 
refreshers must apply. In the Palatine Court there 
the Chancellor of the Duchy and 
wi advice of one of the Lords Justices of 
eee and procedure; the other, relating to costs 

by the Chancellor, with the advice of the Vice- 
set provided that, “‘as to all fees or 
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had to decide the question alone he should have formed a differcnt judg- 
ment. Fry, L.J., said that there must be a strong case to justify 

in more than one language. The present decision would lay down no 
general rule. It was permissible to allow them, but only in a 

case. As to the refreshers, he would have been glad if the registrar, in 
exercising his discretion, had followed the rule of the Supreme Court, bu 

the question was one of quantum only, and was clearly in the registrar’s 
discretion, and it was not for the Court of Appeal on such a point to 
interfere with the decision of the registrar and of the Vice-Chancellor.— 
CounsEeL, Ambrose, Q.C., and Hopkinson ; O. Leigh Clare and S. Hall; W. B. 
Ferguson. Soutcrrors, Phelps, Sidgwick, § Biddle ; Cunliffes & Davenport, 


Re WADSWORTH, RHODES v. SUGDEN—Kay, J., 3rd November. 


Sorrcrror—DiscHarGep BerorE Tr1aL—His Cnarcine Orper ror Costs— 
Lren or Present Soticrrorn—23 & 24 Vicr. c. 127, s. 28. 

A solicitor employed by the plaintiff in an action and discharged 
before trial obtained a charging order, under 23 & 24 Vict. c. 127, for 
his costs, charging them upon a sum of money ultimately recovered by 
the plaintiff in the action, the judge holding that the services of the first 
solicitor had been instrumental to the successful result. This order was 
made subject to the lien of the second solicitors for their costs (33 W. R. 
558, 29 Ch. D. 517). Upon this summons, which Sap oT to vary the chief 
clerk’s certificate and to deal with the funds, the discharged solicitor, 
who had been served, asked to have his costs pari passu with those 
of the solicitors who had acted for the plaintiff down to, and at the time 
of, the trial. Kay, J., held, following Cormack v. Beisly (3 De G. & J. 
157), that the costs of the solicitors who acted at the time of the trial 
must be paid in priority to those of the applicant.—CounszL, Hastings, 
Q.C., and Renshaw ; Whittaker; W. Pearson and Oswald. So.tcrtors, 
Jaques, Layton, § Jaques ; W. Easton, for W. Durnford, Halifax; Sewell ¢ 
Edwards, for J. E. § EZ. H. Hill, Halifax. 





ELECTION CASES. 


Re SHOREDITCH ELECTION—Shoreditch County Court, 
13th October. 


This was a sitting for taxation of the bill of Mr. Enoch Walker, the 
returning officer of the borough of Shoreditch at the late general election, 
at the instance of Mr. Germaine, one of the candidates. The bill as 
delivered was divided into two sections under the heads of “ returning 
officer’s charges’’ and ‘‘all other expenses as per vouchers,” and objec- 
tion was taken to the whole of the items in the first of these for which no 
vouchers were given. For Mr. Germaine it was contended that the 
returning officer had, in each instance, charged the maximum allowed by 
the Act, while the Act says that “the churges are in no case to exceed 
the sums actually and necessarily paid or payable,’’ and that the returning 
officer was only entitled to such sums as he had really expended, and for 
which he could shew vouchers. For the returning officer, it was argued 
that the amounts mentioned in the schedule to the Act were scale fees 
allowed for the remuneration of the returning officer, and he refused 
upon principle to produce vouchers for any of these items. After a 
very long discussion on the principal items objected to, the Recisrrax 
(Mr. Eantz) stated that he would reserve judgment, at the same time 
intimating that he did not think the Act intended the returning officer to 
make a profit out of the election charges. He has since taxed a sum of 
£54 off Mr. Walker's bill of £175 19s. 6d.—For the candidate, H. W. 
Chatterton. For the returning officer, Hedderwick (barrister), instructed by 
Mills, Lockyer, § Mills.— Times. 








On Monday evening the members of the Surrey Sessions Bar Mess 
entertained the Solicitor-General at a complimentary dinner at Willis’s- 
rooms, King-street, St. James’s, in celebration of his recent appointment. 
The chair was occupied by Mr. Serjeant Robinson. 


At the Bristol Assizes, on Saturday, before Mr. Baron Huddleston, 
Frederick Alfred Stock, builder, was charged with perjury. Last May 
one Swain, a builder at Bath, let some land to the prisoner, on which the 
latter was to build a house. Swain agreed to act as builder, the materials 
being supplied by the prisoner, who was introduced to one Book, a 
haulier, by Swain. Book supplied the prisoner with certain stone and 
did hauling for him, for which he sent in a bill to the prisoner, who 

romised to pay it by cheque. He, however, did not doso, and at last Book 

to take proceedings t him. A y indorsed writ was 
issued for the sum due, Book made the proper affidavit to recover 
immediate judgment against the prisoner in accordance with the terms 
of R. 8. O., 1883, XIV. The prisoner, in answer to this, made an 
affidavit, in which he positively swore that the goods supplied and the 
labour done by Book were not for him, but for Swain; and it was for 
the false statements made in this affidavit that he was now tried. The 
writ was issued at the district registry of the High Court at Bath, and the 
affidavit was sworn before a commissioner there. In the result, the jury 
found the er guilty, and the judge sentenced him to 18 months’ bard 


labour. In g up the judge said: ‘‘It was no answer to the 
charge to os no harm could come of the perjury. They did not 
even know no harm had come. In the face of prisoner's letter to 


Book, D rere! to pay the money, was it le to believe for a mo- 
ment prisoner thought he was not liable? Yet, in spite of that, he 
recklessly made the affidavit denying that he was liable for the money or 
any of it. No doubt the object of prisoner was to gain time, he 

t then either have got the money or have taken steps to render the 
execution worth nothing.” 
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MR. JUSTICE CAVE AND MR. HIGGIN, Q.C. 


Mr. Hiccr, Q.C., chairman of the Salford Quarter Sessions, recently 
abandoned the business of the sessions, leaving thirty-one prisoners to be 
tried at the assizes. In doing so he spoke strongly of the arrangements 
made by the judges for holding assizes, b paps feed eg gs and assizes to 
clash. He further stated that it would be a h of decorum to have 
courts sitting together. In charging the grand jury at the Manchester 
Assizes on the 29th ult. Mr. Justice Cave said :—‘‘I must take notice of 
certainly what in m rience is a totally unprecedented circumstance, 
and that is that at the sitting af the Salford Quarter Sessions, which I 
believe took place on Monday last, the chairman seems to have gone out of 
his wayto make an attack upon her Majesty’s judges. In all my experience, 
now extending over, I am sorry to say, as barrister and as judge, a great 
many years, I have never known such a case to take place before. I could 
hardly have believed it possible that such a thing could have been done, 
but I heve had laid before me an extract from one of the local newspa 
detailing the circumstances, Now the learned of quarter ps a 
is reported to have stated that there would be a number of cases which 
of necessity would have to be handed over to the judge of assize to try, 
and it appears that there are no fewer than thirty-one of those cases, which 
undoubtedly ought to have been disposed of at the quarter sessions, and 
which have been sent here from the quarter sessions at considerably in- 
creased e e to the county, and no doubt very considerable inconvenience 
to the parties who are witnesses in those cases. The learned chairman is 
reported to have said that ‘‘if the authorities who fixed the commission 
day did not choose to consult the chairman of these sessions or the clerk 
of the peace as to when it was likely the sessions would be finished, and if 
the authorities fix the commission day when itis absolutely certain the 
sessions will not be finished, it is not the fault of the authorities of 
Manchester that a clashing of this kind should take place. If they would 
condescend to make inquiry they would receive cient information to 
revent for the future the clashing of these two courts.”” Now I must say 
regret extremely that the chairman should have indulged in language of 
that kind, which applies, and must only apply, to her Majesty’s judges of 
assize. It is her Majesty’s judges of assize who fix the time for holding the 
assizes. At the winter and summer assizes that is done at a meeting of all 
the judges, and I can assure you that a very great deal of trouble is taken 
and avery great deal of time spent in endeavouring to fix the date of 
holding the assizes so as to inflict the minimum of inconvenience on those 
who have to be brought there ; and, so far as my experience undoubtedly 
extends, whenever there has been any reason to sup that there might 
be a clashing between the sessions and the assizes, which is very difficult 
indeed to prevent in the month of July, because on some circuits—not on 
this—judges are compelled to begin very early indeed, the chairman of 
qnarter sessions takes care to communicate, directly or indirectly, with 
the judge of assize and to call his attention—for he is necessarily ignorant 
of those matters—to any possible inconvenience that may be caused b: 
the clashing of the sessions and the assizes. Now it so happens that, thoug 
I have been on the bench nearly six years, I have never yet been to Man- 
chester st this time of the year, and consequently I was quite unaware of 
the day fixed for holding the Salford Quarter Sessions. All I knew of the 
subjéct was that the first day upon which the sessions could be held was 
the 18th of October. I was necessarily also entirely unaware of the 
probable number of prisoners that would be brought to trial at these 
sessions, and it certainly does seem to me that if the chairman of quarter 
sessions had really desired that this clashing should not take place, nothing 
would have been more simple than that he, who was aware of all these 
matters, should write to me, who was necessarily ignorant of them, and 
should give me some little warning of what might be e: to take 
place unless some change were made in the ordinary date of holding the 
assizes. Now the judges in holding the assizes adhere to certain fix 
times. They do not, as is frequently the case with the recorders of cities 
and boroughs, for instance, fix those times to suit their own convenience, 
but they adhere to certain fixed times which are prescribed for them by 
custom, and although they undoubtedly have power to alter those times, 
yet, speaking for myself—and I think I may speak for the rest of the 
judges also—they would hardly think of doing that to suit their own 
private convenience, although fully p to do so to suit the convenience 
of the public; and had I known that there was any likelihood whatever of 
any great public inconvenience arising by the assizes fixed at the 
time they were be agehy — would ea pre be ep — days, 
or even for aw t been necessary ; an much regret 
that the learned chairman of quarter sessions, instead of Dev finer to the 
nd jury from this seat a public reprobation of her Majesty’s Fatgea, 
id not think fit to communicate with me directly or indirectly, and warn 
me of what the consequences might be of holding the assizes as early as the 
28th of October. The time of holding the assizes was fixed some five or 
six weeks ago; but although it was fixed as far back as that there was 
still nothing which would prevent me from altering that date for good 
cause shewn to me, and had [ received any intimation whatever from the 
chairman of quarter sessions I certainly would have had the necessary 
alteration. So far from this being any personal convenience to her 
Majesty's judges of assize to come here = on the contrary, they have 
refrain also from 


come at considerableinconvenience. I[ cann 

my regret, if it is true, as I am informed it is, that the chairman did n 
think fit to continue sitting yesterday. Now I er the ground on which 
the learned chairman puts it is that it ‘‘ would be a breach of decorum and 
an act of indecency for the court of quarter sessions t be sitting at the 
same time as the assizes.’’ I don’t myself quite understand what is meant 


by an “‘ act of indecency” and a ‘‘ breach of decorum.” I have 
understood that it is inconvenient for both courts to be sitting at once, 


because witnesses and others 
the other at the same time; but 
there could be in the lenrned chateaen of Giees Sree ae 
T cannot for the life of me conceive. I arrived in the city of 

at six o’clock in the evening, and the commission was not opened at all on 
that eve’ ; you yourselves have just heard it opened by the clerk of 
assize ; and I certainly do that while the learned chairman was 
extremely anxious to avoid um and indecency by si upon a 
day when he could not by any gery Bape in with 
of assize, it did not strike him that was something which might 
pouty be wil co, Senet decency and decorum in favour of not 
olding up from this seat her Majesty’s judges to public reprobation, 








+ THE ADMINISTRATION OF LAW INDIA. 


IN 
Sm Wriiu1m Mum delivered an address on this subject on ae 
at Edinburgh in which he said (we quote from the ) 
Warren Hastings, in 1780, laid down the rule that in all matters 


regarding inheritance, m , caste, and other religious usages, 
fhe laws of the Koran should be edministered with to the 
Mchammedans, those of the Shastas with * —_ 


respect to 
where the a were of different creeds, by the laws 
defendant. For the other classes there was no other legislative provision 
than that the law should be administered with justice and equity and good 
conscience. This rule continued to be long observed. Fifty years ago 
a Royal commission was appointed to prom a universal code, but 
was only in 1862 that a penal code was with a universal applica- 
tion. There had also been further steps in the same direction, among 
which he mentioned the enactment of laws of contract, twenty years ago, 
in which the principle of limited liability was largely recognized ; 
separate and independent rights in certain cases of married women, to a 
greater extent, indeed, than he had himself considered at the time expe- 
dient. Reguiations of wills ab my bowe testaments had been —— Hi’ 4 
these, as in other matters, jons were necessary 

the usages of certain classes. It would thus be seen that a large code of 


territorial law affecting large classes of subjects in India could be looked 


forward to eventually. Exceptions, however, must remain, in 
the case of the Hindoos and Mohammedans, which ted the 
vast majority of eae —s ye peg the oe 
and the Hindoo — - w was upon 
Divine sanction. The Jaw was bound up in the religion, and 
consequently it was of a personal, not of a territorial nature, and 
followed the individual wherever he went. The Mohammedan law was 


intolerant of interference, and novelty or change was absolutely impossible. 
The Hindoo system differed in that In many 

had been materially influenced by British administration, the 
which had been towards the disin of the family and the 
recognition of the individual; so in regard to the matters 
m and widowhood. It had likewise suffered modification 
the action of the British law courts; in other words it 
debted to case-made law. Divine as the law pretended 
course of time received many modifications, and a corresponding 
in tion was put upon ite clauses. In way 

of doo law had arisen, flourishing in different cen 
as the Hindoo law was personal, and not territorial, a Hindoo 
one province to another carried the provisions of his law along 
and was judged acco to them, so that adherents of the 
might be found side by side in the same locality. To add 
plexity of the subject-matter there were 

es the four great castes into which ere 
these its own it 
accordance with w 
determined. 
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ofa could be bequeathed by law, and the criminal code was in 

some barbarous, but it was no longer enforced, if it ever was, in its 

severer under British rule. While endeavour was made to supply 

India with a territorial law of universal application, attention was not less 

ig to special legislation for individual classes and tribes wherever the 
w required amelioration or amendment. 








PRISONERS AS WITNESSES. 


Mr. Justice Stsruen contributed an article on this subject to the October 
numberof the Nineteenth Century, in which he says :—I have gained much 
ce on this matter since the Criminal Law Amendment Act came 

into force in the autumn of last year. Since that time I have tried a great 
many cases in which prisoners were competent witnesses. In most of 
these cases, though not in all, they were called, and I have thus had the 
opportunity of seeing how the system works in actual practice. My ex- 
has confirmed and strengthened the opinion upon the subject 

which I have held for many years and maintained on various occasions, 
the examination of prisoners as witnesses, or at least their competency, 

is favourable in the highest degree to the administration of justice. . . 
The principal object of this paper is to shew by illustrations taken from 
ence that the value of the evidence given by prisoners is 

exactly like the value of the evidence given by other witnesses, and that, 
their interest in the result must always be taken into account, and 
is in many cases so important as to destroy altogether the value of their 
there are also many cases in which it is of great and even deci- 


1 


sive importance. . . . I will begin with cases which a to me to 
illustrate the doctrine that the evidence of prisoners rar alee be unim- 
t. A man was indicted under the Criminal Law Amendment Act 
lor the seduction of a girl under sixteen. About the facts there was no 
but the prisoner was defended on the ground that he believed the 
to be of the age of seventeen. She admitted that she had told him 
‘was seventeen. His counsel said that he should not call the prisoner. 
would of course say, if he were called, that he believed the girl; but 
is would be merely his own statement as to his own state of mind it 
add nothing to the case. His evidence would thus be superfluous. 
jury acquitted the prisoner, seeing no reason to doubt that the girl 
made the statement, and probably regarding her appearance as such 
prisoner might naturally believe the statement made by her to be 
In this case the prisoner’s evidence was sure to be given if asked 
whether it was true or false, and was therefore worthless. This case 
a typical one, and suggests a general principle which may be illustrated 
many ways as to the value of the evidence of prisoners and of interested 
witnesses. It is, that the evidence of a deeply interested witness, given 
on the side which his interest would incline him to give it, is of no value 
pete oe goa - such that he ae _ contradicted on the 
matter of his evidence. This principle is of very general applica- 
tion, and reaches its height when the nother te which the prisoner testifies 
is a fact pessing in his own mind, such as knowledge, belief, intention, 
or good faith. . . . Though the evidence of an accused person on a 
point in which he is interested and cannot be contradicted ought to be 
regarded as worthless in the way of proving his innocence, the absence of 
such evidence may, under particular circumstances, go far to prove his 
; for it is a fact, and a very strange one, that criminals will now and then 
shrink from denying the commission of crimes from the actual commission 
of which they have not shrunk. The working of the Criminal Law Amend- 
ment Act has furnished very curious illustrations of this. A girl swore 
that her master committed an offence upon her in his shop, and that im- 
mediately afterwards he suggested to a friend who came into the shop that 
should do the same. The friend persuaded the girl (so she said) to go 
to his house to get some grapes, and, when he got there, com- 
same offence. That the girl had gone to her master’s shop, 
friend had come in and had persuaded her to go to his house 
was clearly proved ; but the commission of the two offences 
her testimony, which was in itself open to many objections, 
pene nes grass nceeiney sae confusion as to time and 
being in sev particulars intrinsically improbable. If the 
s friend sworn to his innocence and had said that all that had 
and the girl was that he took her to his house and 
oe ee Se OS BEE ee Dee ONG Van Sn, 2 em 
acquitted ; but he refused to be called as a wii , 
convicted him, I suppose, considering it incredible 
of such an odious crime should not deny it 
hen he had the ity. The girl’s master did give 
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with the utmost confidence, giving reasons for her previous mistakes. On 
this evidence, had it stood alone, the man must have been uitted. 
The woman had, however, been robbed of a purse containing three or 

hall-aoversign, kept in a small 


four coins, which she specified—one being a 
compartment of the purse with a . It was proved that im- 
mediately after the commission of the offence mer was at a public- 


house, in which he saw an amber mouthpiece for : 
from the landlord after some talk, in the course of which he displayed a 
purse exactly corresponding to the description of her purse given by the 
prosecutrix, not only in its shape, colour, and material, but in the coins 
it contained, and the way they were distributed in it. The prisoner said 
nothing of the purse, and did not produceit. This caused his conviction. 
He was not asa witness, and there would have been no use in 
calling him if he had not been able to produce a purse like the one seen 
by the publican but different from the one stolen from the prosecutrix. 
This was an instructive case in another way. If it had not been for the 


spurse, the pepe! would probably have been ven on account of the 


weakness of the evidence of the prosecutrix, and evidence would have 
been immaterial even if hers had been stro: He was unquestionably 
near the place at the time of the crime, and not more than perhaps a 
quarter of an hour to account for. If he had sworn that he was 
lounging about the streets (as he had been just before) for this quarter of 
an hour, and did not commit the crime, his evidence would, for reasons 
already given, have made no difference. It may seem to be paradoxical 
to say so, but it is nevertheless true that the class of accused persons who 
will get least advantage from having their mouths opened are those who 
are entirely innocent of and unconnected with the crime of which they are 
charged—people who have nothing to conceal and nothing to explain. 
The only way in which the most imnocent man can prove his innoeence of 
a crime, of which he knows no whatever, is by proving (as by an 
alibi) that it was physically impossible that he should commit the crime ; 
this in many cases he would be able to do only by his uncorroborated as- 
sertion. ‘‘ I was sitting quietly writing letters in my library at the time 
when you say I was committing a crime” would in many cases be all a man 
could say, and of such a statement he might have no corroboration what- 
ever, and he might well have the means of leaving the room undiscovered. 
If, however, there is a pore of corroboration, the fact that a man can 
supply, so to speak, threads on which the corroborating facts are 
strung may be of the greatest importance. It must never be forgotten in 
connection with this subject that there are differences between 
who tell the truth and people who lie, which it is not easy to s , but 
which are none the less marked and real. I have known cases in which 
a jury has comes merely upon hearing an accused person tell his tale, 
end in which I felt perfectly confident they were right. A girl, between 
thirteen and sixteen, prosecuted a hawker for an offence against her 
under the Act of 1885. He had no counsel, and he did not much cross- 
examine her, but he gave his own account of the matter in a way which 
led the jury to stop the case and declare that they did not believe a word 
of the girl’s story. Theoretically, the two stories were no more than an 
affirmation on the one side and a contradiction on the other. The gil 
affirmed that the man had committed the offence, and that he had, w 
ed by her and her mother, sdmitted it ; and the mother corra 
her oe as to the last assertion. The man denied the offence, and 
said ( in this his wife confirmed him) that when the girl came to his 
house he threatened to kick her out and prosecute her. More yee meg” 
the girl declared that on a particular day and at a particular place 
man called her into the house and committed the offence. The man gave 
a minute oe of where he was and what he was doing on the day 
in question, of his having met the girl and scolded or, as he called it, 
a ”* her for some fault, and of her behaviour to him on the occasion. 
It would not be easy even by en into minute details to give all the 
reasons for my opinion, but I do not that anyone who heard this man 
give his evidence could have doubteditsentire truth. He was a grave, eldetly 
man, with no kind of s talent, and with a slight impediment or im- 
his sp ; but all that he said had upon it the mark of 
nap! bag ” , and the details aoe he yy Re, 2 per no 
legal was, not prepared to prove them 6 ent evidence 
—were in themseives pts tee of his trathfulmess. It is little 
less than a monstrous denial of justice that a man so situated should 
deprived of the opportunity of the truth in his own behalf under 
every sanction for tru’ e88 can be devised ; and I thin’ 
— but the force of almost inveterate habit could blind us 
fact. It ought not however, to be forgotten that the opening 
mouths of prisoners opens a way to falsehood as well as to tru 
sometimes to falsehood which it is difficult at the moment to un: 
have known cases in which—as it aj to me—failures of j 
have occurred because the prisoner, either from artfulness or from 
blundering, kept back the last moment some more or less 
topic of defence, and brought it out at last when it was too late to 
the matter oe soldiers were tried for a rape, which no dou! 
was committed. evidence against, perhaps, the most a 
them was that he had a ae wen & he repeatedly blew while 
crime was being committed, the w ote yest being probably more or 
in liquor. He swore positively, and with many piteous appeals that 
was not only innocent, but that it was physically impossi or him 
blow upon s bugle because he had lost his front teeth, which loss 
exhibited to the jury. Several persons in court, and one of the jurymen, 
professed to be acquainted with omg Hy on the bugle, and one of 
seunes shall Glog.” "Eko fear, tun ie) sovenieh oh tao Cape 
prisoner 6 play. e jury, w » acquit e 
soners, thinking, no doubt, that a Failure in the identification of one of 
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the three greatly shook the evidence t the other two. I was after- 
wards informed that the bugle was y taken from the man on & 
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return to the barracks shortly after the offence. Whether I was rightly | not think it can be denied that the suggested would in 
informed I cannot, of course, say; but the: undo by | greatly ury, and is to be fonred that are 

his defence back to the last moment, then it unex- | got to harden hearts accused persons wrong 

y before the jury, got an advantage which he ought not | acquittals would become even commoner than are, Jurors are 
to have had. This trick of keeping back a defence is one of the most ignorant, -natured men, quite to the administra- 
dangerous to public justice which could be a accused of | tion of justice, willing to receive any statement consistent 
crime. I have known many cases of it, and Tt is well worthy of with a prisoner’s as being at to raise a reasonable 
consideration whether, before their committal, ought not to be | doubt on the subject. If the ancien should be made, it 
examined before the magistrates, and whether a power See ake would, I think, be to Tad pata about proving 
might not be intrusted to judges when such points are in order | beyond all reasonable doubt the guilt of an person, for it would be 
that they might be properly dealt with. I remember a case in which a | a matter of moral certainty that whenever a plausible story consistent 
prisoner was tried forembezzlement. He was defended by counsel, and | with innocence could be devised, the prisoner would swear to it and find 
was convicted. When called upon to say why he sho not be sen- | others to help him. 
tenced, he gave an account of the transaction his counsel bad never = — 
suggested, but og Sa a, mex gent had testified — 
him, 2) to be, to sa ev east, 80 y probable, 
jury dew to withdraw their verdict, and to return a verdict of LAW SOCIETIES. 


not guilty, which was done. This was an illustrative case, and one of con- 
siderable interest. It shows both the strong and the weak sides of the 
proposed change in the law. It shows itsstrong side, because it gives an 
instance in which a man was enabled, by telling his own story, to escape 
from what would presumably have been an unjust conviction. It shews, 
or rather suggests, its weakness, because it shews how great an opportu- 
nity the examination of prisoners might afford for artfully contrived 
frauds and evasions of justice. Each of these observations requires some 
development. To take the strong side first. It must always be borne in mind 
that the business of prosecuting and defending prisoners, though in some 
respects the most important branch of legal business, is the least 
important of all if it is measured in money, and that it is in 
many cases in the hands of the lowest class of solicitors and the least 
experienced class of barristers. A great criminal trial, in which the 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the usual mon meeting of the directors, held at the hall of the 
Incorporated Law Sockety, Chancery-lane, on Thursday, November 4th— 
the following being viz., Mr. Styan (chairman), and Messrs. 
Hollams, Sawiell, Smith, Williamson, and A. B. bem. gr 
(secretary) —a grant of £15 was made to 4 non-member, the 
ordinary general business was transacted. : 


HUDDERSFIELD INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


cep has plenty of money, and in which the prosecution is conducted | ana there was 

y the Treasury, is susceptible of little improvement, but the case with | mittee was read by Mr. Cuarizs Haut (one of the hon. secretaries), 

the common run of criminal business is totally different. If the prisoner | which it + the number of members is fifty-seven, 

is not defended at all, he may, and often does, fall into every kind of all the solic tors in practice in Hi are members of the pps 

istake. He may hrve a good defence, and not know how to avail him- | f¢ aiso contains mention as to the law library, conditions of 

self of it. He may be shy and ill-instructed, and not put it forward at | of the society, the use of proxies and as to the 

the proper time. He is probably not aware of his rights in to the power for a general proxy to be given by a client to his 
of witnesses, and may therefore not be with them at his | solicitor. The committee noted that, as a result of a resolution 


prepared 

trial. If, on the other hand, he is defended, he is in all probability in the 
hands of a solicitor of the lowest class, to whom he and his friends 
pony give some very small sum, say £2 or £3. The solicitor gets from 
the clerk to the magistrates a copy of the depositions, puts on the back 
of them a sheet of paper endorsed ‘‘ Brief for the prisoner, Mr. ——, one 
guinea,’’ pays some junior counsel £1 3s. 6d., and tells him that the 
nature of the case appears from the depositions. The counsel does as well 
ashe can wu his materials, repeating with more or less en and 
ingenuity the commonplaces appropriate to the occasion, and nahin the 
most of whatever he may have been able ‘to obtain by 
cross-examination. The result is, that if the case of a pauper 
client presents any intricacy or requires any atten- 
tion, it is very apt to be mismanaged and misunderstood. I 
have no doubt that in the case of embezzlement to which I have referred, 
something like this had happened. The prisoner’s counsel was a busy and 
able man, he had obviously no instructions which deserved the name, and I 
su knew nothing about the case beyond what the depositions told him 
and what the prisoner could tell him in a few hurried unintelligible whispers 
from the dock, and so he exposed his client to an imminent risk of con- 
viction. From dan of this sort prisoners would be effectually pro- 
tected by being made competent witnesses. They would be sure, at all 
events, of telling their own stories and, if the judge was competent and 
patient, of having them understood. In order to appreciate the im- 
portance of this it is necessary to bear in mind the fact that it is often 
exceedingly difficult to understand prisoners, and to appreciate the real 
nature of what they have to say, and also that it is quite essential to jus- 
tice that they should be understood, and lastly that far the easiest and 
safest way of doing this is by questioning them. A prisoner, generally 

g, isan ignorant, uneducated man, dreadfully frightened, very 
much confused, and almost always under the impression that the judge 
and the jury know as much about his case as he does himself, and are able 
at once to appreciate whatever he says about it, although what he has to 
say consists mainly of imperfect allusions which he does not . 
One prisoner, I remember, who was charged with theft, made 
complaints, by way of an irregular cross-examination, about his wife, 
his sister, and several other persons. In his mouth these complaints 
and reproaches were wholly unintelligible, thanks to the combined 
effects of ignorance, confusion, fear, and anger; but I found it 
— by oe hints, which I must own were questions in 

to 
) 


i 


but form d out what he really meant, which was that the 
charge against him was a falee one, got up from base motives, and founded 
upon the misrepresentation of innocent actions. The jury thought the 
defence important enough to justify his acquittal. If he could have been 
called as a witness, the matter would have been arranged much more 
sey § and satisfactorily. In cases of this kind I have no doubt that it 
would be in the highest degree conducive to justice to make prisoners 
competent witnesses; but it must not be forgotten that prisoners are not 


always needy or ignorant. They are in many cases th well aware 
of their position, and are well provided with money and the profes- 
sional assistance which money will ure. It certainly is to be feared 
that in such a case a prisoner would be so well advised as to bis position, 


as 

and as to the and weak inte of hie eape, that ho wesle be eta 
the witness-box to lie with skill and effect. I that a Re A 
in capital cases, would be dangerous to the interests of justice, I 
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the previous annual , nearly all the members of their 
beodens members ope em 


The Prestpznt, in moving the adoption of 
address of the president of the Incorporated Law Society at the Y 
meeting, and the opinion then expressed as to the assimilation of 

of real to that of personal property. 
for conveyancing of 
was only £5, Mr. was 

ownerships was not the cost of transfer 
said this was evidenced by the fact that, 

2 val 


had decreased 
CT. een He was 


pace with the growth of public opinion in the matter of } reform, 
Nast wee eme a to be extremely careful in ¢ alterations 
h He instanced the various Bills of Sale Acts as having caused @ 


amount of litigati 


ten of persons from the extortions of money-lenders, 
had, owing to its being so stringent and so difficult of pre- 
vented borrowers from Seatey oe OS OL ee sale 
upon reasonable terms, and had thrown into the of unprincipled 
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Mr. ee ae and Mr. Joszrx Borromizy seconded, and it 
was passed y: “‘That the best thanks of this society be pre- 
sented to the ent, governors, secretaries, treasurer, auditor, and 
committee for their services during the past year.’’ 

This resolution was acknowl by Mr. Mri1s, late president, and by 
Mr. C. Hatt, one of the secre " 

The Present (Mr. Learoyd) Se nage and Mr. Henry Barker 
seconded, and it was unanimously : ‘‘ That the following gentlemen 
be appointed to the offices named for the ensuing year :—Treasurer, Mr. 
R. P. Berry ; honorary secretaries, Messrs. William Ramsden and A. W. 
Preston ; committee, Messrs. Walter Armitage, George Lewis Batley, 
a" Bottomley, Edward Foster Brook, Jonas Craven, J. H. Dransfield, 
G. G. Fisher, A. H. J. Fletcher, Charles Hall, and H. Moseley; auditors, 
Messrs. Benjamin Crook and C. H. Marshall.’’ 

Mr. Wiuu1am Ramspen proposed, and Mr. C. Haut seconded, and it 
was passed unanimously: ‘‘ That the society recommend to the committee 
the appointment of Mr. Walter Armitage as deputy-chairman of com- 


Mr. C. Mriis proposed, and Mr. Henry Barxer seconded, and it was 
—— y: ‘‘That the annual subscription for the ensuing year 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the weekly meeting of the society, held on Tuesday (Mr. J. D. 
Crawford in the chair), the motion for discussion upon the paper was :— 
“That the decision of the Court of Appeal in the case of Blackburn, Low, 
$ Co. v. Vigors (17 Q. B. D. 553) was wrong.”? Mr. Bilbrough, in the 
absence of Mr. E. E. Davies, opened the debate, being followed on the 
same side by Messrs. Devonshire, McNab, and Biden, and opposed by 
Mesers. Foden, Pattinson, Buckmaster, and Bernard Hill. After Mr. 

had replied, the chairman summed up the arguments of both 
sides put the motion to the society, when there voted for the motion 
nine, and it eight, whereupon the chairman declared the motion 
carried. were thirty-three members and two visitors present. 





UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The whole of Monday evening last was occupied in the discussion of 
business questions. The consideration of the two most important subjects 
was also adjourned to the following week. 





LIVERPOOL LAW STUDENTS’ ASSOCIATION. 


The third meeting of this association for the present session was held at 
the Law Library on Monday. The chair was taken by Mr. J. W. Alsop, soli- 
citor. A debate took place on the following subject :—‘“‘ That the decision of 
the Court of Appeal in the recent case of Pandorff v. Hamilton, Fraser, & 
Co. was right, and ought not to be reversed on the appeal to the House 
of Lords.” Mr. P. Dobell, B.A., opened for the affirmative, and Mr. 
P. A. Williamson, B.A., for the negative, and the following gentlemen took 
= in the debate :—Messrs. Marsh, Pierce Todd, Ashworth, Brotherton, 

, Bromfield, Davies, Inglis, Bagshaw, Whitty, McCrossan, 
Tunnicliffe, Wright, Thornely, and Broadbridge. The question was 
decided in the affirmative by a majority of six. There were thirty- 
five members present. 





COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 


A general examination of students of the Inns of Court was held at 
Lincoln’s-inn Hall on the 19th, 20th, 2ist, and 22nd of October. The 
Council of Legal Education have awarded to the following students 
certificates that they have satisfactorily passed a public examination :— 

Aziz Ahmad, Middle Temple ; Sethir Biligirirangam Ramasami Aiengar, 
George Ranken Askwith, and Francis James Brownlow Bethune, Inner 
Er ah Henry Chartres Biron, Lincoln’s-inn ; Suresh Chundra Biswas, 

Temple; George A ne Blackwell, Inner Temple; William 
Charlies Braithwaite, Thomas Bruce, Middle 
Temple; Alexander Hall Carrington and Clement David Clarke, Inner 
Temple ; John Singleton Clemons, Lincoln’s-inn; James Walker Clydes- 

Middle Temple; Anthony Michael Coll, Inner Temple; Donald 

Garden Cowie, Gray’s-inn ; Pandid Bishan Narayan Dar, Middle 
Temple; Felix Arthur Davis and Stephen Fairbairn, Inner Temple; 

ward Thomas Foakes, Lincoln’s-inn; William Pritchard Gordon, 
Arthur Grey, Henry Hyman Haldinstein, and John Eustace Harman, 
Inner Temple; Anthony Hope Hawkins, Middle Temple; William 
Higgins, Inner Temple; Inayatullah, Middle Temple; Pierce de Lacy 
Henry Sohetone, Gray’s-inn Ebenezer Le Riche, Middle Temple; 
William John Lewin, Inner ae John William M’Carthy, Gray’s- 
inn; Joseph Emile Patrick M‘Master, Robert Allan M‘Nab, William 
Ernest , and Ernest William Pearson, Inner Temple; John 


Lincoin’s-inn ; 


Samuel In’s-inn ; William Robert Roberts, Sidney Arthur 
Taylor Rowlatt, Arthur Joseph Russell, Thomas Bailey Saunders, Arthur 
mage | Shaw, Harry Redmund Thomson, and Harry Joseph Turrell, 
Inner : FKéwin Tyrrell, Lincoln’s-inn; W Naylor 
Vallance, s-inn ; and Daniel Warde, Middle Temple. 

The students passed 4 sat in Roman 
law :—Cecil ; Edmund Ashton, Inner 


May Arrindell, Middle Temple 
; John 7, Kean Bagram, Middle Temple; Lionel Barlow, Joshua 


Temple 


Thomas Bell, and William Alexander Do 

Bhagat and Ernest Brain, Middle Temple; James ae Bu 

Inner Temple ; Charles Robert Connell, Middle Temple ; Stanley Victor 
Coote, Lincoln’s-inn; Ernest Crossley, Inner Temple; James Ovrran, 
Middle bona a Hayward Radcliffe Darlington, Inner Temple ; George 
Clement De Souza, Middle Temple ; Charles Brook Dodson, Inner Tempe ; 
Thomas Douglas and Alphonse Pierre Nicholas Du Toit, Middle Tene 
Stanley Edwards, Inner Temple; William Henry Eldridge, Gray’s-inn ; 
John William Fowke, Middle Temple; Ernest Gardner and Charles 
Carrington Hensley, Lincoln’s-inn ; Alfred Furcy Herchenroder, Middle 
Temple; Moses Roberts Jones, Gray’s-inn; Robert Whitehead Kemp, 

William Hessell Linsley, Henry Yarde Buller Lopes, Charles Lorimer, 
Frederic Edward Loyd, and Edmund Herbert Lyon, Inner Temple ; 

William Charteris Macpherson, Middle Temple; Sheikh Madhi-Hassan, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; James Manuel, Inner Temple; John Morrison, Lincoln’s 
inn; Hara Lal Mukurjea and Gulain Mohamed Bawamia Munshee, 
Middle Temple; Reginald James Neville Neville and Edward Henry 
Nightingale, Inner Temple; M‘Lean Ugle, Middle Temple; Langer 
Owen, Lincoln’s-inn ; Myles Patterson, Inner Temple; Anthony Joseph 
Paulie, Middle Temple; Henry Fdward Pollock, Philip eathcote 
Rawson, Arthur Newton St. Quintin, and Henry Sandbach, Inner Temple; 
Michael Alfred Santley and Rajani Kanta Sen, Middle Temple; William 
Shakespeare and Joseph Shaw, Inner Temple; Walter Sidney Shaw, 
Middle Temple; Joseph Egerton Shyngle, Inner Temple ; Henry Smith, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; William Robert Smith, Middle Temple: John Sullivan, 
Dawes Swinhoe, and Henry Symonds, Lincoln’s-inn; George John 
Talbot, Inner Temple; Alexander James Thompson and Tamer Edgar 
Vaudagne, Middle Temple; Mowbray Frederick Vivian James Arthur 
Webber, Lincoln’s-inn ; Rowland Edward Whitehead, Inner Temple; 
William Basil Worsford, Middle Temple; and Arthur Young, Lincoln’s- 
inn, 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Joun Sranxre Jackson, solicitor, of Carlisle, has been appointed 
Clerk to the Holme Abbey School Board. Mr. Jackson was admitted a 
solicitor in 1883. 


Mr. Cuartzs Oxrver Green, solicitor, of 38, Walbrook, and of Lewis- 
ham, has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Gezorcz Pzansg, solicitor, of Hatherleigh, has been appointed 
Clerk to the county magistrates at that place, in succession to the late 
Mr. Robert Fulford, of Okehampton. . Pearse is also clerk to the 
Commissioners of Taxes. He was admitted a solicitor in 1874. 


Mr. Artuvr Poxanp, solicitor, of 7, Queen-street, Cheapside, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for taking Affidavits for the Provinces of 
Quebec, Ontario, and Manitoba, and a Commissioner for taking Affidavits 
_ Acknowledgments of Deeds for the Colony of Prince Edwards 

nd. 


Mr. Samvet Lzarovyp, solicitor, of 1, Poultry, and of Huddersfield, has 
been elected President of the Huddersfield Incorporated Law Society for 
the ensuing year. Mr. Learoyd was admitted a solicitor in 1867. 


Mr. Dowatp Cuantes Warnes, solicitor, of Eye, has been appointed 
Secretary to the Mellis and Eye Railway Company, in succession to his 
father, the late Mr. John Charles Warnes. . D. OC. Warnes was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1882. 


Mr. Frepericx Kent, solicitor, of 111, Cheapside, has been 
Solicitor to the Central London Warehousemen’s Society, Mr. 
admitted a solicitor in 1858. 


Lord Oxmaruwairz has been elected Chairman of the Radnorshire 
Quarter Sessions. 


appointed 
Kent was 





PARTNERSHIP DISSOLVED. 

Gzornce Ripgat and Epmunp Joun Freeman Ripzat, solicitors (Rideal 
& Son), Barnsley. The said Edmund John Freeman Rideal, will in 
future carry on the said business alone on his own account. Oct, 27. 

[ Gazette, Nov. 2.} 





GENERAL. 
Mr. Henderson applied on Monday to Mr. Justice Chitty for directions 
under peculiar circumstances, An affidavit, filed by his client, 


original 

had been bitten by a terrier dog, who mistook it for a daily paper. He 
believed that the dog was. under if control’’ at the time, because 
the catastrophe happened indoors, but no doubt the dog had committed a 
gross contempt of court.—Mr. Justice Chitty (to whom the mangled affi- 
davit was passed) remarked that the animal had bitten the document in 
such a way as to injure the name of the commissioner. Mr Henderson 
suggested that a further affidavit should be made. Mr. Justice Chitty 
directed a further affidavit v the mutilated portions to be made, 
and handed the affidavit to the registrar (Mr. Lavie), after reeeiving an 
assurance from him that he did not keep a dog 
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under a landlord was what was called tenancy by feu-ferme. This was 
tenancy. in, perpetuity by the payment of a certain annual 
rent and other dues, and was the next to freehold. there was 
tenancy by life-rent, in which case the h was secured to the tenant 
for life if he continued to pay the stipulated rent. Far more common, 
however, was tenure by tack or lease for a stated number of years. Nine- 
teen years was, he thought, the longest term in such cases; tacks usually 
were for three, four, five, six, or seven years. This system of 

was, one might say, the universal one between landlords and the better 
classes of tenants all over Scotland; but there was a large number of 
small annual tenants or tenants at will, holding on in the same occupan 
cies year after year, and even transmitting them to their oo bu 
doing so by no express agreement, and therefore liable to be 

on a change of landlord or on any change of circumstances on the part 
the landlord in possession. Very many of the small tenants, and all th 
crofters and cottars, seemed to have been in this 


On Wednesday, at the Manchester Assizes, before Mr. Justice Cave, 
Frederick Huxley, a solicitor, was charged with o money 
means of false pretences at Manchester on the 12th of October 
last. It appeared that two prisoners named Mary Kelly and Frances 
Turner were committed for trial at the Manchester October Sessions. 
The husbands of the respective women, being desirous that they should 
be defended by Mr. M’Keand, a barrister practising at Manchester, saw 
the prisoner Huxley and told him that they wished Mr. M'Keand to be 
retained for the defence, and asked the mer what money he would 
require for the defence. ‘Lhe prisoner said he would do it for £6 10s., 
which was paid to him. Shortly before the sessions Kelly saw the 
ape and asked him whether he had given the brief to Mr. M’Keand. 

¢ prisoner said he had, and had paid Mr. M’Keand his fee—£4 10s. 6d. 
These statements were untrue. For the defence it was contended that the 
prisoner was a man who had obtained as a student numerous medals 
and prizes, that the whole case turned upon a mere question of 
words, and that it was highly improbable that a man of reputation would 
agree to undertake the defence of the prisoners and Re Mr. M’Keand 
£4 10s. 6d. when the whole amount he received was 10s. The jury 
found a verdict of guilty, and the prisoner was sentenced to three months’ 
imprisonment.— Zimes. 
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Messrs. Rothschild & Sons have issued a prospectus of a Ohilian four 
and a half per cent. loan for the conversion of the 1858, 1867, 1870, 1873, 
and 1875 loans. The amount is £6,200,000, which is to cover the conver- 
sion and redemption, an@ also to provide £315,000 in cash for the 
purposes of the Chilian Government. Subscriptions may be made 
either in cash or in bonds of the above loans, and in the latter case allot- 
ment in full will be given with a cash bonus of 15s. per cent. For sub- 
scribers in cash the issue price is 984 per cent., of which 5 per cent. is 

yable on application, 15 per cent. on allotment, and the remainder by 

Iments extending to Feb. 10 next. Interest will commence from Jan. 
l next. The redemption of the loan is to be effected by an accumulative 
sinking fund of 4 per cent. per annum. 


The London and Westminster Bank (Limited) give notice that the 
conversion of certain outstanding debentures of the Government of the 
Oape of Good Hope into Cape of Good Hope Consolidated Four per Cent. 
Stock will close on the 15th of November. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURHL. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 








APPEAL CouRnT APPEAL Count Mr. Justice 
Date. No. 1. No. 2. V. ©. Bacon. Kay. 

Mon.,Nov. 8 Mr. Ki Mr. Lavie Mr, King Mr. Carrington 
Tuesday ae Ghowes Pugh Godfrey Jackson 
Wednesdy. 10 Jackson Lavie ne ey Carrington 
Thursday .. 11 Carrington bh ( Jackson 
Friday}...... 12 Pugh Lavie Boirey Carrington 
Saturday ., 13 Lavie Pugh Jackson 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gaszette.— FRIDAY, Oct. 29, 1886. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
ALBERT Exurprrion Patace, Luwirep.—Petn for winding w ited Oct 26, 
eyo to be heard before Kay, J.,on Nov 6. Harrison Bs Bedford row, 
ors for petner 
Danret Haywoop & Sons, Limirep.—Kay, J., has fixed Nov 8 at 12, at his 
gumbey. for the aqpeemmpns of an ae Revie ot On 
ITTENS, ICKFOLD, J0, Lurep.—F ‘etn winding resen , 
directed to be heard before North, J., on Nov 6, Beall &’ Go, Bucklersbury, 


solors for petner 

Mynriz Spring Estate Pee for — Fb presented Oct 98, directed to be 
heard before North, J.. on Nov 6. Ounlilfes & Davenport, Ohancery lane, 
agents for Alderson & Oo, Eckington, solors for petner 





, Xork. Oct 
. Pariah Church Schoolroom, 
True BLUE FRrenpiy Socrerr, Clearwell, Gloucester. Oct 23 
yh 
apeeet Donors lenee, Geass nited Order of Fellows’, Bell Hotel, 
oe 'S§ AND Farmers’ Untrep Soorery, Lecture Hall, Stratton, Cornwall. 
London 


"Travellers Iam, 3 


Treton CHURCH OF 
Stafford. Oct 27 





PERMANENT BUILD 
satis iachag, Net tier Lave oer oe 
. vi 
7 on Monday; DRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
INDEPENDENT LopGE oF UNITED FRIENDLY 
Gosty Hill, Halesowen, Worcester. Oct 28 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 


Last DaY OF . 
B. Quemaane, W Durham, Gent. Dec 6. Proud, Bishop 


Aucklan: 
Batpwin, JoHuN, Wigan, Lancaster, Tarpaulin Manufacturer. Dec 1. Peace & 


Commaxnen, Hosmer Courant 28 24, Tetaity oq, Menchant, Dec 1. Watney 
Cormusut Joss, Birmingham, Boat Builder. Deo 15. Mathews & Co, Bir- 


mingham 
Cox, CHARLOTTE, Harwich, Essex. Dec2i. Mustard, Manningtree 


Daws, ELizaBETH Mary ANN, Cranmer rd, Brixton. Nov 27. Sismey & Sismey, 
eant’s inn, Fleet st 
Walsingham rd, Clapton, Solicitor’s Clerk. Dec 7. Hunter & 


whes, Coleman st 
FIsHER, An Ismay, Harworth, Nottingham, Farmer. Dec 81. Mee & Co, East 
veoulane Harry, Andover, Gent. Nov 30. Footner & Son, Andover 
Fox, FrEDERIC, Norwich, Solicitor. Nov 19. Overbury & Gilbert, Norwich 
GaRDNER, SaraH, Adderbury, Oxford. Nov 15. Kinch, Deddington 
GILEs, Epw sun, West Brighten, Guasen, Captain. Dec1. Eardley & Co, Charles 


st J: & 
Geuas, Unsoen ‘Warminghurst, Sussex, Yeoman.* Nov 30. Holmes, Worthing 


GRIFFITH, FLORENCE, Gloucester. Dec 15, Riddiford & Co, Gloucester 


HANDLEY, ROBERS, Falmouth, Cornwall, Coal Merchant. Nov3. Jenkins, Fal- 
mou 


Hakris, SAMUEL, Mountfields, Shrewsbury. Nov 30. Urry, Shrewsbury 
Haw, Rosas, Wigan, Lenssster, Retteed Sullionn, Dec 8. Peace & Ellis, 


LzrenTon, Wiliam Broce, Heaton, Newcastle upon Tyne, Retired Printer. 
eye, BO tk yt Tweed & Oo, 
Partmneron, James, Kingston upon Hull, Timber Merchant. Dec 1. Chatham, 
” ep tg ty ly ny a pages 

CKTHALL, JOHN, Cheshire, Retired Master Mariner. Nov 2. Forrest, Liver- 
Powsis, Joum, Fishponds, Gloucester, Retired Butcher. Nov 90. Sturge, 
ScHREIBER, Mary Loutsa, Sandgate, Kent. Nov 27. Parker & Co, 8t Michael's 


SuAW, Lovina, Andover, Nov 30. Footner & Son, Andover 
Gu.ace, Sous, Chapel en le Frith, Dechy, Meg, Nov 20, Bennett & Co, Chapel en 


Sexi, JosnPHvs, Balham bil, Surrey, Bag. Dec 19. Nickinson & Co, Chancery 
Srarvspy, Marx, Knottingley, York, Tar Distiller. Deo 16. Killick & Oo, Brad- 
THUNSDY, Janome Lox, Llandudno, Carnarvon, Major. Deot0, Bowlings & Co, 
TwisaDaY, JAMES, Rusland, Colton, Lancaster, Gent. Dec4. Harrison & Milne, 


Warton, Joum, Bradford, Woolsorter. Jani, Berry & Co, Bradford 
Wise, CHartes Geno, Merville Lorient, France. Deo 1. Napoleon Argles & 
Co, Great 8t Helens ue 


' London 
BRARPARK, MARY, Kingston upon Hull. Jani. Middlemiss & Pearce, 


James THomas Davi, Inyille-road, Old Kent rd, Leather Dressing Case 
, bert, Broad st bigs, Liverpool . 
pecltaer. Nov a. Hulbset, Broad st bey, Deo ul. Taylor, Shemield 


Brown, Res Dusen, Sng ey ee Nov %. Sefton 
BurRRovG y Pranson, Princes sq, Bayswater. Nov %. Sweet & Co, 


Cantar, Jomn, Thurrock, Essex, Beershop Keeper, Deo 6. Hunt & Go, St 
Swithin's 


Wiineox, Methwold, Norfolk, Gent, Deo 1. Copeman, Dowsham 
cor oper Winn Rt Deot. Toulmin & 
Dron tiuney ‘ALTER, Perryn ni, Bast Acton, Gent, Nov #8. Gray, Cheapside 
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Entzston, Ricuard Hirny, Newport, Salop, Gent. Nov 30. Heane, Newport 
eee y M Falfield, Thornbury, Gloucester, Yeoman. Dec 10, Scarlett 


F. James, Ryde, Isle of Wight, Retired Coal Merchant. Dec 24, Wool- 
e 

Fimpayx, JOSEPH, Newport, Mon, Railway Uontractor. Jan 1. Fisher, Essex st, 

Gnewy, commen, Wellprigg, Westmoreland, Esq. Deci. Pearson & Pearson, 


Haxpy, Janz, Didsbury, Lancaster. Dec1. Cooper & Sons, Manchester 
Hiaers, Rosert Gzorce, Newport, Salop, Gent. Nov 30. lieane, Newport 
JaRRETT, Henry CHARLES, Tavistock pl, Tavistock sq,Gent. Deci. Stone & 


Lau, Some, Nevdhren Market, Suffolk, Gent. Nov 30. Hayward & Sons, Need- 
Laniiee™,, GzorGs, Elbeyton, Gloucester, Labourer. Nov 19. Scarlett & Co, 
a. BENJAMIN, Akerman rd, Brixton, Gent, Dec7. Jameson, Verulam 


Gra: 
Lae, Ls Tuomas, Elm Grange, Finchley, Actuary. Dec10. Wansey 


& Co, Moorgate st 
Muzzs, Mary Ann, Bristol. Nov 26. Brittan & Co, Bristol 
Morrmon, Roserr, Bournemouth, Gent. Jan 16. Morecroft & Winstanley, 
Rocmen ions, 4: Aberdeen Pil, St Marylebone. Dec 15. Cordwell, Old Ser- 
jeant’s i. Chancery lan 
OvuTHWaITE, THOMAS CHRISTOPHER, Bedale, York, Draper. Nov 30. Dixon, 
Pargy, Epwarp Lane, Onslow sq, Kensington. Nov 30. Tathams & Pym, 
Fredericks pl, Old Je 
JOSEPH, Dowlais, Ty i a Contractor. Dec 1. Gwilym & Charles 
‘ames, 
Ricz, ym. Caris Tooke, Isle of Wight, Farmer. Dec 1. John Bailey, jun, 


RIDDLE, ETH, Clifton, Bristol. Dec 20. Brittan & Co, Bristol 
SEELEY, noe | Stgand Hilldrop crescent, Camden rd, Gent. Nov 25. Seeley, 


orami, Epwain Bower rd, Hackney Wick, Tin Whistle Manufacturer. Dec 1. 
Broad st bidgs, Liverpoo 
8Suae, , Cari Tufton st, Westuniastes, Gent. Nov 30. Digby & Liddle, Circus 
TaYLoe, Prisciita, Darlington, Durham. Dec 20. Mather & Co, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 
ners, Mount Pleasant, Liverpool, Smallware Dealer. Nov 30. John 


TINKLER, NICHOLAS anon, Newcastle upon Tyne, Clock and Watch Maker. 
Dec 20. , New e upoe Tyne 
Ven, Grace Anna, ) Kade ay a ter, Hyde pk. Dec 1. Robinson & Wilkins, 


's Arms yd 
WILLIAMS, JAMEs, Terehan, Persia. Dec 3. Stibbard & Co, Leadenhall st 
Wrox, THomas Fourness, Hon Major General, United Service Club. Dec 31. 
Dodds & Co, Stockton on Tees 
Wrruixeton, Frepericx, West Derby, nr Liverpool, Esq. Dec 11. Cunliffes & 
enport, Chancery 
‘Wooprorre, Mary, Coventry, Warwick.: Deci. Stone & Co, Bath 
[London Gazette—Oct, 29.) 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
a the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Gangie— Toms At. N 2, 1886. 
Swines, JOsErn, Cleetheaton, York, Mat ste Oct 8 


Acany, Sean eyes Bickenhill, or Birmingham, Farmer. Birmingham. 

Suamh, Nualam, High ot, Kingsend, Baker. High Court. Pet Oct 4. Ord 

BaRrTex, a, Sens } Piaetan, Bilsington, Kent, out of business. Canterbury. Pet 

Reman, JOuN, Swallow Mount, Lincoln, Farmer’s Foreman. Gt Grimsby. Pet 
Oct 28. Ord Oct % 


Bownrau, Jonny, Eastbourne, Coal Merchant. Lewes and Eastbourne. Pet Oct 
Ord Oct 26 


SB. 
Broox, Josgru, Huddersfield, Grocer. Huddersfield. Pet Oct 26, Ord Oct 26 
Brows, W11114M, North Scarle, Lincoln, Farmer. Nottingham. Pet Oct 26. 


bs) 
Joux, Warwick, Licensed Victualler. Warwick. Pet Oct 26. Ord 
ma, go Musical Instrument Manufacturer. Sheffield. Pet Oct 


7. 
CLEAVER, 4 st, Bermondsey, Leather Merchant. High 


CHARLES GEORGE, 
Court. Pet Oct 21. Ord Oct 
Comm, Jaums, and Joseru Conn, Pershore, Worcester, Painters. Worcester. Pet 
, B+, High rd, Kilburn, Watchmaker, High Court. Pet 
Ri Sie + West Hartlepool, Steamshi; _ 
OnN BATTENSBY, » 
B. - —¥ Pet Oct %. Ord Oct 23 » Sanee 
Rives, Fucus, Carmarthen, enmaee. Carmarthen. Pet Oct 25. Ord 
Wanigy. Jous Tuomas, Dover, Furniture Dealer. Canterbury. Pet Oct 26. Ord 
Sarees Cane, Ugper George st, Bryanston sq, Clerk. High Court. 
eu Yet James, Bournemouth, Fruiterer. Poole. Pet Oct 26, Ord 
Harem, 3 Henny, Sheffield, Beerhouse Keeper. Shefficld. Pet Oct 27, Ord 
Hunseet, ALSxED, Bath, Boot Dealer. Bath. Pet Oct 26. Ord Oct % 
JACKSON, Ly , Somme, Wi Viaioahel, Stafford, Grocer’s Assistant. Wolver- 
Jonsson, J .3zs, Ashbury, Berks, C Cattle Dealer. Swindon, Pet Oct 14. Ord 
Jemmem, Syenen, Wing, Buckingham, Shopkeeper. Luton. Pet Oct 2%. Ord 
Jor, ye James, Canterbury, Oflman. Canterbury. Pet Oct 2%. Ord 


Kon, , Rushall, Stafford, Builder. Walsall. Pet Oct 6, Ord Oct % 
Same, fons, Bowness on Solway, Cumberiand, Farmer, Carlisle. Pet Oct 16, 





mam Nyuaoment, Sas Sepatiten, Somerset, Licensed Victualler. Conhtaal 
LEE, GEORGE, Woodlands rd, Blackheath, Builder. Greenwich, Pet Oct 26, 


Mason, sous Francts, Nottingham, Jeweller. Nottingham. Pet Oct 27. Ord 
Ndi, i te a SPEencER, Buxton, Derby, Gilder. Stockport. Pet Oct 26, 


MEDWIN, ane ALLEN, Ladbroke gr, Notting hill, no occupation. High 

Court. Pet Oct 27. ‘Ord 

Morey, Wiu1aM AvGustvs, Stockwell crescent, Surrey, Tea Dealer. High 
Court. Pet Oct 25. Ord Oct 

MOUNSTEPHEN, WILLIAM JAMES, Torquay, Builder. Exeter. Pet Oct 26. Ord 


Muwpay, THoMAS, Kingston by Sea, Potato Merchant. Brighton. Pet Oct 26, 
Ord Oct 26 


NICHOLLS, JOHN Wi1t11aM, Bourn, Lincoln, Warehouseman. Peterborough, 
Pet Oct 27. Ord Oct 27 
vows, fame, Dewsbury, Yorks, Grocer. Dewsbury. Pet Oct 25. Ord 


Pas, Wises LEDWARD, Frodsham, Cheshire, Mason. Warrington. Pet Oct 


‘ Oct 26 
PuLMAN, LEw1s, Halifax, Grocer. Halifax. Pet Oct 27. Ord Oct 27 
Ramyeros, We Wit11aM, Skipton, Yorks, Iron Founder. Bradford. Pet Oct 25, 


RowE, nye Treorkey, Glamorgan, Boot Maker. Pontypridd. Pet Oct 26, 


Ord Oct 
ROWLAND, Wirsza, Sherborne, Dorset, Engineer. Yeovil. Pet Oct 22. Ord 
ScOULLAR, JaMEs, and Davip MarsHatt ScovuLiaR, Liverpool, Provision Mer- 
chants. Liverpool, Pet Oct 18. Ord Oct 26 
SmiTH, JOsEPH, ENocH Maco and Tuomas SmirH, Short Heath, Stafford, 
rmasters. Walsall. Pet Oct 25. Ord Oct 26 
SNELL, ALFRED LEGASICK, Tianaite, Grocer. Carmarthen. Pet Oct 26. Ord 


TaYLor, GEORGE, Brinnington, Cheshire, Printer. Stockport. Pet Oct 26. Ord 
Tunege, Geonen, Old Radford, Nottingham, Carter. Nottingham. Pet Oct 2, 


WalrrTe, WILLIAM, Boston Spa, Yorks, Grocer. York. Pet Oct 25. Ord Oct 25 
WHEA' Jomm, ood Woes Witxkmson, Leeds, Woollen Spinners. Leeds, 


WHITELEY, JOHN Hopxrnson, Rishworth, nr Halifax, Grocer. Halifax. Pet 
Oct 27. Ord Oct 27 
W: sam A 4 es , St John, Brecon, Farmer. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet Oct 26, 
ic 
Wericut, Tom ArTuurR, Hunslet, Leeds, Musical Instrument Dealer. Leeds 
Pet Oct 27. Ord Oct 27 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
ANTHONY, Francis, Birmingham, Draper. Nov 11 at 12. Off Rec, Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 
BANISTER, ALBERT, Newgate st, Butcher. Nov 5 at 2.30. Bankruptcy bldgs 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
BEESON, HENRY, ‘Sheffield, Refreshment House Keeper, Nov 8 atii.30, Off Reo, 
ILLIaM, and Harry Sypvey, Eleanor rd Herth Hackney, Licensed 
. Novidatiil. 83, Carey at, Lincoln’s 
BLACKBURN, JOHN, Stourton, Miner. Nov 8 at 11. Of Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 


BRIDGE, FREDERICK, Oxford rd, New North rd, Islington, Corn Dealer. Nov 5at 
11.30, 33, Carey st, Lincoin’s inn 
Bn00gs, fesse. Tose sen, Usher rd, Bow, Builder. Nov 5at12, 33, Carey 
CO. 8 
CLARIDGE, GEORGE, Earls ng Northamptonshire, Bootmaker. Nov 6 at4, 
County Come, Nortbampto’ 


BILEs, 
Vv 


Cony. N, J AMES, and J YosRrH Co Conn Pershote, Worcestershire, Painters. Nov 9 at 


DAWKES, CHARLES, Leamington Priors, wigan Writer. Nov 5at 10.45. Overell& ~ 
Gon, oot solors, Warwick st. 
Fox, Marks, Huntingdon bidgs, green rd, Furrier. Nov 5 at il. 


Bankru’ ptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
Hawes, GEORGE, Wescott Barton, Oxfordshire, 
Rec, 1, St Aldates, Oxford 
JACKSON, 
Off Rec, WV olver epee 
JOHN wy tee at -, a Nov 5 at 11. Off Rec, 3, Crock 


er’ wn, 
JONES, JOHN, Canal Clerk. NovS8at 3. Off Rec, 35, Victoriast, Liverpool 


JORDAN, am, Gaonan, Wine Buskingbomshize, Shopkeeper. Nov 8 at 12, Elephant 
Joy, EDWARD JAMES, ‘Canter bury, Oilman. Nov 12 at 10. 82, St. George’s st, 


iterbury 
Ksiont, Hi "HENRY, Rushall, Staffs, Builder. Nov 8 at 11.15. Off Rec, Bridge st, 


LarRGz, ill WitmM, Cornwall rd, Notting-hill, Dentist. Nov 5 at 2,30. 
Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


Farmer. Nov 9 at 11.30. Off 5 
FREDERICK JOHN, Willenhall, Staffs, Grocer’s Assistant, Nov 9 at 10 & 


is 


ia a 


33, bs 
LAWSON, Joux. Bowness on Solway, Cumberland, Farmer. Nov 10 at 12, Off © 


st; Carlisle 
Lxacn, Wi1L1aM, West Monkton, Somerset, Licensed Victualler. Nov 6 at 11. 
Off Rec, 9, Middle st, Taunton 
Monnens. CHARLES Wittias, Oardift , Builder, Nov 5 at12. Off Rec, 3, Orock+ = 


MOUNSTEPHEY, WILLIAM James, Torquay, Builder. Nov 9 at 4. Royal Hotel, ~ 


Torquay * 
Oxnonye, GEORGE, West Bromwich, Greengrocer. Nov 15 at 10.80. Oourt house, ~ 
’ 


Paowsine ICHARD, , Birmiaghsm, Hairdresser. Nov 1iat 2. Off Reg, Bank- 
bdgs, Lincoln’s inn 


‘AN, LEWIS, Halifax, Grocer. Nov 11 at 10.30. 


Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, ~ 


Roanoton, WILLIAM, Skipton, Iron Founder. Nov 5 at 12. Ship Hotel. Skipton ~ 


Ropinson, MARK, Stratford upon Avon, Saddler. Nov 6at11.45, WB Sander- 
son, solor, C . Warwick 
ROWLAND, WILLIAM, Sherborne, 


SmirTH, isaac U, West Bromwich, Builder. Nov 8 at 10.30. Oourt, Oldbury 


Exgineer, Nov 8at 12.30. Digby Hotel, Sher ~ 
omer assy, Widnes, Lancashire, Tailor. Nov 9 at2, Off Rec, 35, Victoria - 


Taxige, Grerney ity pawns. Commercial pata rd, Pembroke, Butcher, Nov 6 at 11.16. 3 


Waowoun, Pastas Toran 
WArrE, TLLtas, Boston Spa, Yorks, Grocer. Nov 6 at 12. Off Rec, York 


Ware, Loe p! residence n net mown, Widow. Nov 10 at 11. 


cen, SOM, st, Lincoln’s 
Warne, Troe Wolverton, Buckinghamshire, Baker. Nov 6 at 8. 


stay heed Cac Hamnsgute, Greengrocer Nov 6 at 9.80, 32, Bt 


Bankruptcy bdgs, 3 
4 
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| Oct 26, 
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High 
r. High 
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0rough, 
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Oct 26, 
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Watts, Beye oe Ormskirk, Lancashire, Music Dealer. Nov 9 at 8. Off 


Ry bo Victoria Livorno Maconocutg, Sinclair rd, Addison pk, Gent. Nov 


5 at 12. st, Lincoln’s inn 
WHITELEY, Jou HovEnssox, Rishworth, nr Halifax, Grocer. Nov 11 at 11.30. 
ec. Townhall chmbrs, 
Woop, RopERICK W, Cornwall residences, Clarence gate, Regent’s park, Gent. 
Nov 6 at 11. 83, Carey st, Lincoln’s sinn 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
BAYLIS, coer: Tuomas, Stratford, Essex, Auctioneer. High Court. Pet Aug 


BoRMAY, “an Swallow pov, Lincoln, Farmer’s Foreman. Gt Grimsby. 
Pet Oct 26. Ord Oct 26 

Baows, Wisse, North Scarle, Lincoln, Farmer. Nottingham. Pet Oct 26. 

COnEE, By Seay J ABRAHAM, tigh st, Notting hill, Ironmonger. High Court. 


Sept 24. Ord Oct 
ame WItiiamM © , Brixham, Devon, Ship’s Smith. East Stone- 


SURO WARD 
house. Pet Octi1. Ord Oct 25 
Fercuson, WitLiaAM KENNEDY, and en renee WETHERELL, Leods, 
Ohemists. Leeds. Pet it, 29. 
GOODCHILD, J A, SSomenewth. ilaer. es Ag Pet Sept 11. Ord Oct 26 


HaMMoND, WauLTER Scort. and JoHN ae | a ag Noel st, Soho, Book- 


binders. High Court. Pet Oct 19, 
Haxzropr?, Sir cout Witt1aM CRapocg, Bart, Bournemouth. High Court. Pet 


if Oct 26 
HARVEY JAMES, Birmingham, Factor. Birmingham. Pet Sept 29. Ord Oct 27 
Hawes, GEoRGE, Westcott Barton, Oxford, Farmer. Oxford. Pet Oct 2. Ord 


Oct 26 
HoGAN, James, Birmingham, Clothier. Birmingham. Pet Sept2. Ord Oct 27 
JAtmnom, » io Ann, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. Nottingham. Pet Oct 


Oct 26 
Jannix, W WittiaM, > bulwell, Nottingham, Baker. Nottingham. Pet Oct 20. Ord 


JONES, Tiemny Wit1aM, Nailsworth. Manusie, Umbrella Stick Manufacturer. 
Gloucester. Pet Oct 12. Ord Oct 
JonEs, JOHN, Liverpool, Clerk. Tivcupaak Pet Sept 23. Ord Oct 27 


Joy, ed James, Canterbury, Oilman. Oanterbury. Pet Oct 2. Ord 
ot 27 
Kexor, Wrir11AM, Brighton, Lodging house Keeper. Brighton. Pet Sept ao. 


Ord Oct 27 
a> JOHN Sevens. Be Bruton st, Berkeley sq, Lieut Colonel. High Court. Pet 
t 11, 
Lavexpgn, Witt, Me Manor st, Clapham, Builder. High Court. Pet Sept 16. 
Ord Oct 26 


HN SMALLEY, Chilvers Coton, Warwick, Innkeeper. Coventry. 
Pet Sept 4. Ord Oct 27 
Mem am, . io SrencER, Buxton, Derby, Gilder. Steckport. Pet Oct 26, 
26 
brn28, JORs EAMURL, Oldham, Lancashire, out of business. Oldham. Pet Oct 
Ord Oct 26 
Monnacas, CHARLES Wit114M, Cardiff, Builder, Cardiff. Pet Sept 17. Ord 


22 
Moens Tuomas KNACKSTONE, and Pace Piacort, Orutched Friars, Tea Mer- 
ts. High Court. Pet A’ Ord Oct 22 
MORLEY, WIttiAM AUGUSTUS, Stoc crescent, em Tea Dealer. High 
Court. Pet Oct 25, Ord Oct 25 
_——— guceee. West Bromwich, a stafford, Greengrocer. Oldbury. Pet Oct 


ict 25 
oxxt.y Witt JaBEZ, Barnsley, Sculptor. Barnsley. Pet Sept 80. Ord 


Pons, Hdonasr Lous, Buckingham Palace rd, Spinster. High Court. Pet 
14. ct 
REYNOLDS, Urea oe Hewry, Willington, Durham, Grocer. Durham. Pet Oct 


Rrowes, F008 Min Mintlyn, nr King’s Lynn, Farmer. King’s Lynn. Pet Sept 25. 
srareess, Witt1am, Skipton, Iron Founder. Bradford. Pet Oct 25. Ord 
suant, “asces, Woodford, Essex, Boot Maker. High Court. Pet Oct 22. Ord 
— one Berkeley, Gloucester, Farmer. Gloucester. Pet Oct 11. Ord 


Waraga, ja Goatert, Northumberland, Builder. Newcastle on Tyne. 

‘et Aug 30. 

Walaa, som, Wolverton, Buckingham, Baker. Northampton. Pet Uct 22. 

ct 

WENGEFIELD, MARGARET, Tabard st, Southwark, Baker. High Court. Pet 
Sept 16. Ord Oct 26 

Woop, Mary ANNA Marra Evizaberu, and Mary Auice Woop, Shrewsbury, 
Schoolmistresses. Shrewsb ‘et Oct 19. Ord Oct 
The following amended notice ‘substituted for that published in the 

London veut of Oct 19, 
Moon, Franois Henry, Yeovil, Milk Seller. Yeovil. Pet Oct 9, Ord Oct 27 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
aoe OHN Faunce, Om Coston hill, 8t John’s Wood, Artist. High Court. Adjud 


“Tanien Gasette.—TUESDAY, Nov. 2. 
BoRiving © cape 
ANSDELL, Gams, Heasle, ¥ orks, Seed Orus! Kingston upon Hull. Pet Oct 
19. r ict 28 
AnsuynaD, Cuaseme, Tele Isle ot Ely, Cambridge, Railway Servant. Peterborough. 
Zet Oct 30. rd Oct 
Banaost, Fase, BMelmerby, nr Thirsk, Yorks, Farmer. Northallerton. Pet 
Borrow, Tuomas, jun, Redcar, ro, no occupation. Stocktoa on Tees and 
Oct 27 


Middlesborough. Pet Oct 11 
Bounpy, THomas, Southsea, Pastrycook. Portsmouth. Pet Oct 29, Ord Oot 99 


Busn, Isaac, Cranborne, Dorset, Farmer. Poole. Pet Oct 28. Ord Oct 28 
Byrorp, Joun, Mistley, Essex, Pork Butcher. Colchester. Pet Oct 18. Ord 


Oct 30 
Coormn, Jaaces, Pershore, Worcester, Baker. Worcester. Pet Oct $8 Ord 
Dorryntt, Hx Henry, Canterbury rd, Oroydon, Builder. Croydon. Pet Oct 2. 
Dovsgis, omens, Ealing Dean, Timber Merchant. Brentford. Pet Oct 25. Ord 


Epen, Ropyrt WiLt1aM, Bedford, Furrier. Bedford. Pet Oct 29. Ord Oct 29 
Bowayos,, Bag, Suge Bay, Denbigh, Lodging House Keeper. Bangor. Pet 


Powiaa, bt ee Joun, Folkestone, Confectioner. Oanterbury. Pet Oot 27. 
1 
Come Witt1am, Birkenhead, Gardener. Birkenhead. Pet Oct 27. Ord 


See 
cane CROs ce ge ee High Court, PetOct 
Gnaverr, Eorxen, Burgess hill, Sussex, Wine Merchant. Brighton. Pet Oct 


Ord Oct 30 
Hatt, tizonon ALBuer, Dartford, Boot Manufacturer. Rochester. Pet Oct 28. 


Ord 
HEARSEY, WILLIAM, Margate, Coal Merchant. Canterbury. Pet Oct 9. Ord 


Lawayon, Omaatas Jomam, Hatiten, Ses Denies, Halifax. Pet Oct %. Ord 
er Ord Qo 80 On Northampton, Farmer. Northampton. Pet Oct 93. 


Manegee, Banees, © mnacnt, Pevguher of, Unget Norwood, Solicitor. High 
Monnis, Witiiak, Linecin, Oattle Dealer. Lincoln, Pet Oct 80, Ord Oct 90 


OwEN, NATHANIEL ArTuuR, Penzance, Tailor. Truro. Pet Oct 2. Ord Oct 30. 
Pack, James, Brixton, Builder. High Court. Pet Oct 28. Ord Oct 28 

Poctae. Menge Bevaee, Newport, Mon, Wheelwright. Newport, Mon. Pet 
PETERS, ANDREW, Tir Phil, Glamorgan, Carpenter. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet Oct 27. 
Price, JosHvua CHARiEs, Cardiff, Grocer. Oardiff. Pet Oct 26. Ord Oct 2s 
Puanp, rsa, Landgest, Heanptiten: Eytan Portsmouth. Pet Oct 27. Ord 
Roauads, Jouy Wuizan, Bethasin, Gamesven, Rhenaieneen, Bangor. Pet Oct 
Guama, Cavnen, Rowturten, Seateny Reliey: Taunton. Pet Oct 9. Ord 
SBars, GEORGE CHARLES, Datchet, Builder. Windsor. Pet Oct 29. Ord Oct 90 
Sunray, Sous, Delon dn Vena, Victualler. Ulverston and Barrow 
STEPHENSON, WILLIAM, York, Cabinet Maker. York. Pet Oct 29. Ord Oct 29 


STRASSMANN, JULIUS, Milton bldgs, Watling st, Trimming Manufacturer. High 
Court. Pet Oct 23. Ord Oct 28 is 


SuMMERS, WILLIAM, and Foncniee; Nottingham, Lace Munntestenats. 
Nottingham. Pet Oct 18. Ord 
Tuamge, Hea Fowenwie Tyne, weller. Newcastle upon Tyne. Pet 


UnswortH, W1iL1amM, Tydlesley, Lancs, Builder. Bolton. Pet Oct 9. Ord 


ey ALFEED Txpopoe, Cannon st, Commission Agent, High Court. Pet 
Wannee, Ronee PmEew, Susvew on Tee Dae Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
HITFIELD, Francis W111aM, Thirsk, Yorks, Druggist. Northallerton. Pet 
Oct 27. Ord Oct 27 


Davies, JonN JONES, 
Receiv Oise Heese Ont 38 


The following Amended Meties je substituted for that published Sa the 
RaNxry, Francis WiLLtAM, Woreester PE, Surrey, , Gent. Croydon. Pet Aug2s. 
The following amended notice is subetitnted for that published in the 


Hancgury, Rommer Tuoxas, Manchester Sena Bhoe Dealer. Manchester. 


Pet 6. Ord Oct 21 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
nora St Benediods va, Ligoolt a are Nov 10 at 12. Off Rec, 
ANSDELL, TH Hesele. Yorks, Seed Crusher. Nov 18 at 11. Off Reo, Lin- 


i ’ ey be hang Sati. Of 
nea eo gato Nov Reo, 8, Albert rd, 


DERCHAEA, Foums Suess, a nr Nantwich, Cheshire, Farmer. Nov 10 at 10.30. 
ee Pastrycook. Nov i5at3. Off Reo, 166, Queen st, 
Braaa, Tuonias Witten, Stoke wpan Teent, Bulider. Nov 12 at 3 Off Rec, 


7, Lancashire, Joiner. Nov 12 at 11.30. Of Reo, 


Bristow, arti i 
Bnoogiox, & peso na. Tintvor Merchant. Nov 10 at 12. 93, Carey st, 
Sone are ested, Gre Nov 9atiti. Haigh & Son, solors, New 
Brows, Tiare Storth Seattle, Lincoln, Farmer. Nov 9 at 1%. Off Rec, 1, 
Bucs J Sires Haaapton St Ramunds, Norfolk, Babe. Nov 11 at 1045, 
Bosu, Gowan, Dalton 2, Dalton in Furness, Contractor. Nov 10 at 12. Off Reo, 3, Paxton 


ey te , - ee Nov 11 at 12.45. Off Reo, Salisbury 
Comme, 3 feng, tee Licensed Victualler. Nov 9 at 11. W B Sanderson, 


conn’ Pershore, W , Baker. Nov i2at 11, Off Reo, Worcester 
Ne see hes seater Nov ti at 11, 


wenog, Cardigan, Farmer. Nov 10 at 11. Black Lion 
Steamship Manager. Nov 10 
pom oanate Garin Ba Builder. Nov 12 at 11. Off Reo, 3, Crockherbtown, 
Funk, Henry, Commercial rd, Grocer. Nov 10 at 11. 38, Carey st, Linooln’s inn 
GaMLIN, Witt1aM, Birkenhead, Gardener. Noy it at 2. Off Reo, 4, Hamilton 
or, parr Nov s2at 12.90. Off Reo, High 
Boot Dealer. Nov 10 at 2.90. Off Reo, 


Se een 


Hamp, W ee wy Limo lens so tee 
Hann, Sees wp Llneatns fen at 12.45, Of Reo, 


wre a, cone Gent, cal 1, 33, Qarey st, Lin. 





ot 
GaRrpyveER, AntuvR Git, Leeds, Traveller, Leeds. Pet Oot 28. Ord Oct 28 


30 
Kine, Epwasp, Chaxhill, Gloucester, Farmer. Gloucester. Pet Oct 23. Ord - 
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, Gzones, end Gzones Huan, jun, Worthing, Builders. Nov 9 at 12. 


ldgs, P hee Cot st. 
HERBERT, ro ag Dealer. Nov 9 at 12.30. Off Rec, Bank chbrs, 


— Tans, Ashbury, Berks, Cattle Dealer. Nov 9 at 11.30. Off Rec, 


Lawarorp, CHARLES Jostan, Halifax, Tea Dealer. Nov ii at 12. Off Rec, 

* Townhall chbrs. Halifax 

Kuro, Epwarp, Chathill, Gloucestershire, Farmer. Nov 11 at 12, Off Rec, 
cester 


Mason, Jouw FRANCTS, ena, Jeweller. Nov 9 at 11. Off Rec, 1, High 


Pavement, Nottin: 
MoNare, THOMAS icone . Buxton, Derbysbire, Gilder. Nov 12 at 12. Off Rec, 
ch 
Nov 17 at 12. 


brs. Market pl. Stockpo ort 
Wr11am, Bourn, Lincolnshire, Warehouseman. 

Nov 9 at 3. Off Rec, Bank chbrs, 

Nov 9 at 3. Off Rec, 

Les st Victoria st, Westminster 


‘Axpuew, Tyrphi, lamorganshire, Carpenter. Nov iiatii. Off Rec, 
Merthyr Tydfi 


CHARLES, Cardiff, Fruiterer, Nov 12at12. Off Rec, 8, Crockherbtown, 
— ALFRED, Landport, Hants, Baker. Nov 11 at 12. Off Rec, 166, Queen 
ReEyYwoips, Toomas Hewny, Durham, Grocer. Nov 9 at 3.30. Three Tuns Hotel, 


Rows, Rosse, Frecky, Glamorganshire, Boot Maker. Nov 11 at 12. Off Rec, 
agetnyr trea 


Rust, Hewry and Epwarp THOMAS ~~ Gloucester, Ironmongers. 
Nov 9 at 2. eer Eagle Hotel, Glouceste: 
hy, on xiEY, Leeds, Hackle Maker. "sev 12 at 11. 


Off Ree, 22, Park 
SEARLE. tz. GzoncE, Rowbarton, Taunton, Builder. Nov 10 at 11. Off Ree; 9, 
Middle st, Taunton 
James, and Davin MArRsHATtL SCOULLAR, Laverpedl, Provision Mer- 
chants. Nov i2at3. Off Rec, 36, Victoria st, Liverpool 
tL, ALFRED LEGASICE, Ta Carmarthen, Grocer. Nov iiat3. Off Rec, 
rh Quay st, Carmarth en 
w, Wirt14M, York, Cabinet Maker. Noviiat?. Off Rec, York 
TAYLor, aickan. Brinnington, Cheshire, Printer. Nov 12 at 12.30. Off Rec. 
County chbrs. Market pl, pi, Seocspors 
gham, Carter. Nov i0at 11. Off Ree, 1, 


Tunwan, GEOnsr, Old Radford 
High pavement, Notting’ 

TURNER, maa Ac, a gpa on Tyte, Traveller. Nov 18 at 10.30. Off Rec, Pink 

ane Wace > HAYEs, Gaiecton, Suffolk, Draper. Nov 12 at 12. Off Rec, 8, 


WARDILE, enw Wix1ow, Jarrow on Tyne, Durham, Builder. Nov 12 at 11. 

Of Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
seeees Siac, , eeengaeee, Shoe Maker. Nov 12 at 11.30. Off Ree, 1, 
St Aldates, Ox 
The following a notice is substituted for that pnblished in the 
London Gazette of Oct. 26. 
Tek, Paver Rowse, Clee, Lincoln, Auctioneer. Nov 10 at 2. Off Ree, 3, 
en st, Gt Grimsby 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
ANBSDELL, THomas, Hessle, Yorks, Seed Crusher. Kingston upon Hull. Pet Oct 
19. Ord Oct 28 


—, Grorce RicHarp, St Austell, Accountant. Truro. Pet Oct 12. Ord 
BENNETT, FREDERICK, and ALFRED PaNEED, South Shields, Painters. New- 
castle on Tyne, Pet Oct 16. Ord Oct 30 

Bovunpy, Tuomas, Southsea, Pastrycook. Portsmouth. Pet Oct 29. Ord Oct 30 
Bowrau, ge! Eastbourne, Coal Merchant. Lewes and Eastbourne. Pet Oct 


Busrow, ume, Withington, Lancashire, Joiner. Stockport. Pet Oct 6. Ord 
Brows, + Skirbeck, Lincoln, Feather Merchant. Boston. Pet Sept 11. Ord 
am, Sam, Warwick, Licensed Victualler. Warwick. Pet Oct 26. Ord 
CLEAVER, CHARLES G ag > Fesnee st, Bermondsey, Leather Merchant. High 


Court. Pet Oct 21 
Craxe, W: Broadway, Westminster, Licensed Victualler. High Court. 
HARDING, Kington, Herefordshire, Licensed Victualler. 


ILLIAM, 
Pet Oct 21. Ord Oct % 
Crvrcuiey, Hewry 

. Pet Oct 22. Ord Oct 8 
Dasrex, Tuomas. Fe deal Merionethshire, Ironmonger. Aberystwith. Pet 
Pet Oct 12. 


Oct 5. 
Davies, me, Svar. and Wiis WIrLiaMs. eee nr Bridgend, Colliery Proprie- 


NICHOLLS, JOHN 
County Court, Peterborough 
N Frep, Dewsbury, Yorks, Grocer. 


Noyes, James, Alfred p!, Tottenham Court rd, Milliner. 


Davies, BA, Carmarthen, Licensed Victualler. Carmarthen. 
i. Pet Sept 6. Ord 


EASTERBROOK, feeae. ant Grorce Hexry Haxnarorp, The Terrace, Chis- 
wick, Signal Makers. Brentford. Pet Aug3. Ord Oct 2 
wo, et Oct 8. Ord a Hartlepool, Steamship Manager. Sunderland. 
Epex, Roperr Wi1114M, Bedford, Furrier. Bedford. Pet Oct 29. Ord Oct 30 
Evaws, Toomas Antuve, Newtown, Montgomeryshire, Provision Dealer. New- 
town. Pet Oct 14. Ord Oct 29 
Ord Oct 28 
Ord Oct 29 


PAvwrienoY, Roser, address unknown. High Court. Pet Ang 4. 

Foxx, Hewey, Commercial rd, Grocer. High Court. Pet Sept 7. 

GALBRAITH. zeus James, Walton, nr Liverpool, Grocer. Liverpool. Pet Oct 5. 
Gamirs, W1L1L14M, Birkenhead, Gardener. Birkenhead. Pet Oct27. Ord Oct 29 
GARDNER, ARTHUR Git, Leeds, Traveller. Leeds. Pet Oct 2%. Ord Oct 28 
Gannger, Pesmx, Trodingten, Worcestershire, Farmer. Banbury. Pet Oct 14. 
Mazqas, Rosune Tuomas, York, Boot Dealer. Manchester. Pet Oct6. Ord 


Hvxs, Jags, Bristol, Olerk of Works. Bristol. Pet Oct 2. Ord Oct 2 


Jacxson, Furpenicx Joux, Willenhall, Staffe, Grocers’ Assistant. Wolver- 
Pet Oct %. Ord Oct 2 

Jommecs, Jase, Ashbury, Berks, Cattle Dealer. Swindon. Pet Oct 14, Ord 

Lianilechid, Carnarvonshire, Auctioneer. 


pa ee 
is, Gzonae, Wine, Buckingham, Shopkeeper. Luton. Pet Oct 2%, Ord 


Bethesda, 

Sept 22. Ord Oct 2 
GS cs ecmsa rene Walsall. Pet Octé. Ord Oct 2 
Lanorons. Omastzs Jostan, Halitax, Tea Dealer. Halifax. Pet Oct 2%. Ord 


Lane, Waetuux, West Moakion, Somerset, Ikeeper, Taunton, Pet Oct 2, 





LisrEr, Josep, Dewsbury, Yorks, Rag Grinder. Dewsbury. Pet Oct 15. Ord 
Rosert, Shirland mews, Paddington, Cab Proprietor. High Oourt, 
Pet Oct 11. Ord Oct 29 
Mason, JoHN FRANCIS, Nottingham, Jeweller. Nottingham. Pet Oct 27, Ord 
MeEpDWIN, LESLIE ALLEN, Ladbroke gr, Notting hill, no occupation. High 
Pet Oct 27. Ord 29 
Morris, Wit114M, Lincoln, Cattle Dealer. Lincoln. Pet Oct 30. Ord Oct 30 
MOUNSTEPHEN, WILLIAM JamEs, Torquay, Builder. Exeter. Pet Oct 26. Ord 
ct 
Mums, 5 RuOuAS, Shoreham, Sussex, Potato Merchant. Brighton. Pet Oct2¢, 
NISBECE, Geonos, Pontymister, Mon, Grocer. Newport, Mon. Pet Oct 18, 
Ord Oct 29 
Parry, JonN, Britonferry, Glamorganshire, Moulder. Neath. Pet Oct 23. Ord 
Paap. JouN, Stone, nr Dartford, Bootmaker. Rochester. Pet Oct 19. Ord 
ct 28 
Prerers, ANDREW, Tir Phil, Glamorganshire, Carpenter. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet 


Oct 27. Ord Oct 
PRICE, JOSHUA CHARLES, Cardiff, Grocer. Cardiff. Pet Oct 26. Ord Oct 30 


Putman, Lewis, Halifax, Grocer. Halifax. Pet Oct 27. Ord Oct 27 
RANKIN, Francis W1i11aM, Worcester pk, Surrey,Gent. Croydon. Pet Aug 25, 


7 
REED, Wr11AM, Waddon New rd, Croydon, Baker. Croydon. Pet Sept 30. 


Ord Oct 28 
Reapers, Tuomas, Bryngwran, Anglesey, Tanner. Bangor. Pet Oct 5. Ord 


28 
Rostians, or Hewry, Coleman st, Solicitor. High Court. Pet July 13, 
Ord Oct 30 
Rows, So ROGER. i Trscthey, Glamorganshire, Boot Maker. Pontypridd. Pet 
SMITH, Ran, he = ey Sowerby, Westmoreland, Clerkin Holy Orders. Kendal, 


Pet Oct 12 
SNELL. Auenns tau Lianelly, Grocer. Oarmarthen. Pet Oct 26. Ord 
30 


ict 
STEPHENSON, WILLIAM, York, Cabinet Maker. York. Pet Oct 29. Ord Oct 30 _ 
, JULIUS, Milton = biden, Watling st, Trimming Maker. High Court, 
Pet Oct 23. Ord Oct 30 
Teo! Sess awe, Sdasstaghan, Carmarthenshire, Chemist. Carmarthen. Pet 
12. 


Faces, Coes Liorp, Newport, Mon, Draper. Newport Mon. Pet Oct 20. 

t 

Tusn, RICHARD, Shirenewton, Mon, Baker. Newport, Mon. Pet Oct 14. Ord 
29 


WARDLE, RoBERT WINLOW, Jarrow on Tyne, Builder. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
Oct 23. Ord Oct 30 
Warrs, Wix114Mm, Boston, Spa, Yorks, Grocer. York. Pet Oct 2%. Ord Oct 30 


Watts, me, Warangne GEORGE, Ormskirk, Lancs, Music Dealer. Liverpool. Pet Oct 


Wasnt Sessasnex SPRACKETT, SARAH WELMAN, and RoBERT WELMAN, Han- 
Gloucestershire, Farmers. Bristol. Pet Octi. Ord Oct 27 
Wang a, and Wiss WI txkrnson, Leeds, Woollen Spinners. Leeds, 
et 4 
WHITELEY, yee Soensmaom, Rishworth, nr HaJifax, Grocer. Halifax. Pet Oct 
2. Ord 
WHITWELL, Francis WiLt1aM, Thirsk, Yorks, Druggist. Northallerton. Pet 
Oct 27. Ord Oct 27 
Wa, bey ae Leeds, Musical Instrument Maker. Leeds. Pet Oct 27. 
ct 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLE 
Davies, JouN JONES, Aberystwith, Cardiganshire, i Mercer. 
Adj July 28 Annul Oct 28. 


Aberystwith. 








Fer, Two GUINEAS, for a sanitary inspection and report on a London nd Vent 
house. Country surveys by arrangement. The gy 4 Engineering and Venti- 
lation Company, 115, Victoria-street, Westmirster. ospectus free.—[ADVT. 


FURNISH ON NoRMAN & STACEY’S ea nae System; No Deposit 
1, 2, or 3 years ; 60 wholesale . 79, Queen Victoria-street , BO. 
Branches at 121, Pall Mall, 8.W., and 9. foe gan E.C.—[{Apvt. 








SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 
view. 10.—Messrs. EDWIN Fox & BOUSFIELD, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., New River 
hares and Property (see advertisement, Oct. 80, p. 4). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
RowDdENn.—Oct. 30, Repeingten, eo wife of Alfred 
, 8.W., the wife of 


BIRTHS. 
at 19. Nevern-square, South 
W. Rowden, of ‘Lincoln’ s-inn, barrister-at-law, of a da 


SEBASTIAN.—Oct. 30, at Merfield, Trinity-road, se-b: 


Lewis Boyd Sebastian, Darelohen-ee-e a son, 
A’ . 
SxHortT0.—Nov. 1, Charles C. Shorto, solicitor, of 4, Westminster-chambers. 





I'he Subscription to the Souscrrons’ Jovnnan ts—Town, 268, 6d. ; 
Country, 288. 6d.; withthe Wrexiy Rerorrsr, 53s. Payment in ad- 
vance includ:s Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have 
their Volumcs bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 

Ali letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” muss ve 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 
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